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ABSTRACT 
First-generation students have received considerable attention though the 
definitions and operationalizations used vary.  Prior studies used dichotomous groups, 
treating students whose parents had little or no college education as homogenous in terms 
of first-year experiences and persistence.  This study sought to determine if the 
inconsistencies in how first-generation is defined and operationalized influence our 
understandings of these students and their success. 
Findings revealed that the inconsistencies in how first-generation is defined and 
operationalized limits our understanding of these students and their success.  Having at 
least one parent who completed a bachelor’s degree is an important dividing line for 
successful first-year experiences and is the criteria that should be used to define first-
generation students.  The results of this study challenge conventional assumptions about 
the distribution of social and cultural capital across multiple levels of parental education 
as having a parent who has some experiences in college or a parent who completed a two-
year degree provides few benefits that translate into first-year experiences.  
Comparing students across multiple levels of parental education illustrated that 
operationalizing parental education as dichotomous masks important differences among 
students including the finding that students whose parents had the least education had the 
greatest number of interactions in characteristics that were associated with one-year 
persistence, and that students in the ‘middle’ groups—those that are excluded from first-
generation status in some definitions—struggled the most in first-year experiences.   
First-generation students should be defined as those whose highest level of 
parental education is less than a bachelor’s degree.  Using multiple parental education 
ix 
groups or degrees of first-generation status could help practitioners to connect students to 
resources efficiently.  Practitioners are encouraged to assess new students’ noncognitive 
college readiness.  Additional recommendations include adopting a mentoring approach 
to support first-generation students and connecting students with on-campus employment 
opportunities.  Future research should use the community cultural wealth and 
intersectionality models to extend understanding of the strengths and culture associated 
with multiple levels of parental education and various social identities.  Finally, future 
research should examine multiple levels of parental education at other institution types 
including two-year colleges.   
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CHAPTER 1.    INTRODUCTION 
Background of the Study 
Extensive research has established that students whose parents have little, or no college 
education have unique characteristics and challenges that are associated with lower rates of 
success in college.  Differences in academic preparation, financial resources, and social and 
cultural capital contribute to problematic college transitions (Bui, 2002; Chen & Carroll, 2005; 
Nichols & Islas, 2016; Renn & Reason, 2012; Terenzini, Springer, Yaeger, Pascarella & Nora, 
1996; Woosley & Shepler, 2011), challenging college experiences, and lower rates of one-year 
persistence for first-generation students (Engle & Tinto, 2008; Ishitani, 2017; Nunez & Cuccaro-
Alamin, 1998; Pratt, Harwood, Cavazos, & Ditzfeld, 2017; Soria & Stebleton, 2012; Warburton, 
Bugarin, & Nunez, 2001).  Consequently, first-generation students are increasingly the focus of 
institutional efforts to improve rates of retention and completion (Ishitani, 2017; Pratt, et al., 
2017). 
Although there is agreement about many of the challenges experienced by first-
generation students, there is little consistency in the criteria used to define this group.  As many 
as 12 unique definitions of first-generation students have been identified in the literature (Peralta 
& Klonowski, 2017).  Differences in the criteria used to determine first-generation status are 
important because they limit the ability to generalize and compare findings from literature 
(Peralta & Klonowski, 2017), influences estimates of the number of students potentially 
disadvantaged by their parent’s or guardian’s level of education, and affects our understanding of 
students experiences and outcomes.  For example, Toutkoushian (2015) used national data to 
study differences in high school students’ college preparation behaviors, based on several 
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different possible definitions of first-generation students and determined that the number of first-
generation students varied from 22% to 77% of students depending on the criteria used.  Scholars 
have noted that 8 to 23% fewer students would be eligible for institutional supports devoted to 
first-generation students under a narrow definition that limits first-generation status to those 
whose highest level of parental education is a high school diploma rather than the broad 
definition used by federal TRIO programs that includes students whose highest level of parental 
education is less than a bachelor’s degree (Soria & Gorny, 2012; U.S. Department of Education, 
2011).   
The unresolved debate over how to define first-generation students highlights the 
consequences of how parental education is operationalized.  Some scholars have suggested that 
the standard dichotomous operationalization of parental education distinguishing between first-
generation and non-first-generation students could mask important differences within these 
groups (Lee, Sax, Kim, & Hagedorn, 2004; Soria & Gorny, 2012).  Lee (2004) studied the 
factors associated with five levels of parental education for students at a multi-campus 
community college system finding several differences between students who would typically be 
grouped as first-generation.  Soria and Gorny (2012) investigated definitions of first-generation 
students and significant differences between students across five different parental education 
levels.  The results indicated significant differences across parental education levels for 
race/ethnicity, family income, college GPAs, academic engagement, and sense of belonging.  
These researchers suggested that a polychotomous measure of parental education would be 
beneficial for institutions and practitioners to provide targeted services to the students who need 
them and that additional research is needed to extend our understanding of differences across 
multiple groups.  This study aims to address the gap in the literature regarding the 
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operationalization of parental education and definitions of first-generation students by 
investigating similarities and differences in student characteristics, college experiences, and one-
year persistence of students across multiple levels of parental education.  
Moreover, social and cultural capital theories guided this study.  The effect of parental 
education on students’ experiences and outcomes is thought to be driven by the social and 
cultural capital that parents transmit to their children that translate into observed behaviors 
(Soria, 2015; Toutkoushian, Stollberg, & Slaton, 2015; Ward, Siegel, & Davenport, 2012).  
Social capital refers to students' knowledge about institutional practices and resources as well as 
access to encouragement and effective guidance to address first-year transition challenges 
(Moschetti & Hudley, 2015; Nichols & Islas, 2016).  Cultural capital refers to intangible 
elements that are ingrained in culture such as dispositions, beliefs, and perceptions (Berger, 
2000; Nichols & Islas, 2016; Soria, 2015).  According to these theories, the more college 
experiences acquired, the more social and cultural capital that parents can accumulate and can 
pass on (Soria, 2015; Ward, et al., 2012).   
Although scholars have consistently identified important differences between first-
generation and non-first-generation students and continue to investigate the consequences of 
different definitions of first-generation students, few have explored similarities and differences 
across different levels of parental education or among first-generation students.  Considering that 
researchers have indicated that even limited parental postsecondary exposure is associated with 
access to social and cultural capital benefits (Ishitani, 2006; Padgett, Johnson & Pascarella, 2012; 
Ward, et al., 2012) the dichotomous distinction used to classify first-generation and non-first-
generation students may mask important differences across multiple parental education levels 
that have implications for institutional practices, policies and student outcomes (Lee, et al., 2004; 
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Soria & Gorny, 2012).  Little is known about the characteristics, college experiences, and one-
year persistence of students across parental education levels.  This study aimed to broaden the 
understanding of students’ similarities and differences across multiple parental education levels 
by differentiating the characteristics, experiences, and one-year persistence among first-year 
students divided by four levels of parental education: (a) high school diploma; (b) some college; 
(c) associate’s degree; and (d) bachelor’s degree or higher.  
Problem 
Literature has identified unique characteristics, college experiences and troubling 
outcomes of first-generation students.  Studies and programs designed to address first-generation 
students’ challenges use different criteria to define and operationalize these students and tend to 
identify the group as homogeneous in terms of challenges and barriers to success (Peralta & 
Klonowski, 2017; Ward, et al., 2012).  Considering that researchers have indicated that even 
limited parental postsecondary exposure is associated with access to social and cultural capital 
benefits (Ishitani, 2006; Padgett, et al., 2012; Ward, et al., 2012), the dichotomous distinction 
used to classify first-generation and non-first-generation students may mask important 
differences across multiple parental education levels that have implications for institutional 
practices, policies and student outcomes (Lee, et al., 2004; Soria & Gorny, 2012).  An 
investigation of the similarities and differences of students across multiple levels parental 
education is warranted.  
Purpose and Research Questions 
The purpose of this study was to examine similarities and differences in student 
characteristics, first-year experiences, and one-year persistence of students across multiple 
parental education levels.  This study used first-year transition survey data from two public 
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universities in the Midwest of the United States to identify the characteristics, experiences, and 
one-year persistence of students divided by four levels of parental education including (a) high 
school diploma or less, (b) some college, (c) completed an associate’s degree; and (d) bachelor’s 
degree or higher.  This study addressed the following questions: 
1. How do first-year students compare in student characteristics, college 
experiences, and one-year persistence across parental education levels?  
2. What factors are associated with one-year persistence for students whose highest 
level of parental education is a high school diploma?  
3. What factors are associated with one-year persistence for students whose highest 
level of parental education is some college?  
4. What factors are associated with one-year persistence for students whose highest 
level of parental education is an associate’s degree? 
5. What factors are associated with one-year persistence for students whose highest 
level of parental education is a bachelor’s degree or higher? 
Variables 
Independent Variables 
The independent variables in this study included student entry characteristics (age, race, 
gender, high school GPA, composite ACT, residency, and hometown locale) and first-year 
experiences (institution type, major, housing, educational aspirations, institutional commitment, 
degree commitment, financial confidence, study hours, basic academic behaviors, advanced 
academic behaviors, academic self-efficacy, self-rated communication skills, self-rated analytical 
skills, self-rated self-discipline, self-rated time management, academic integration, work hours, 
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peer connections, social integration, and satisfaction).  The variables are illustrated in Chapter 3 
in Table 3.1.  
Dependent Variable   
The dependent variable for this study is one-year student persistence.  One-year student 
persistence is measured according to continuous fall-to-fall term enrollment at the same 
institution.  
Theoretical Framework 
Scholars often refer to social and cultural capital, access to benefits associated with 
having a parent who has earned a four-year degree, to account for differences in student 
characteristics, first-year experiences, and one-year persistence between first-generation students 
and their peers (Berger, 2000; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Nichols & Islas, 2016; Padgett, et al., 
2012).  These concepts recognize social connections and culture as resources that are valuable in 
higher education (Berger, 2000; Bourdieu, 1986).  Students’ perceptions of higher education, 
understanding of college procedures, and degree of comfort or “fit” in the campus culture are 
associated with access to social and cultural capital (Berger, 2000; Ward, et al., 2012).  For 
example, students whose parents have little or no exposure to higher education tend to be 
unfamiliar with academic culture, have less knowledge of the benefits of academic and social 
engagement in college, and receive less encouragement and guidance from parents as they 
navigate the unfamiliar college environment (Nichols & Islas, 2016; Ward, et al., 2012).  
Considering that academic and social engagement – especially engagement during the first 
semester (Woosley & Shepler, 2011) are thought to aid in compensating for first-generation 
students’ social and cultural capital deficiencies, college experiences are of particular importance 
for these students (Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Padgett, et al., 2012; Pascarella, Pierson, Wolniak, 
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& Terenzini, 2004; Soria & Stebleton, 2012).  Social and cultural capital have important 
implications for this study as past research findings indicated that they were associated with one-
year persistence and the gap in outcomes between first-generation students and their peers 
(Nichols & Islas, 2017; Wells, 2009; Wells, Seifert, Padgett, Park, & Umbach, 2011).   
Methodology 
The purpose of this study was to examine similarities and differences in student 
characteristics, first-year experiences, and one-year persistence for students across multiple 
parental education levels.  This study will use first-year transition survey data from two public 
universities in the Midwest of the United States to identify the characteristics, experiences, and 
one-year persistence of students divided by four levels of parental education including (a) high 
school diploma or less, (b) some college, (c) completed an associate’s degree; and (d) bachelor’s 
degree or higher.  The Iowa State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) determined that 
oversight was not necessary for this study because it used de-identified secondary data (see 
Appendix B).  
Methodological Approach   
This study used a quantitative approach in which measures in the form of numerical 
survey data will be analyzed using statistical procedures to examine the relationship among 
variables (Creswell, 2013).  Quantitative research is appropriate when the research questions 
require the researcher to a) measure variables, b) assess the impact of these variables on an 
outcome, c) test theories or broad explanations, d) apply results to a large number of people 
(Creswell, 2012).  
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Population and Sample   
Data for this study was collected from first-year first-time students at two public four-
year institutions in one Midwestern state who completed the Mapworks Transition Survey (TS) 
(Mapworks, n.d.).  The Mapworks TS was electronically administered to all first-year first-time 
students in the first nine weeks of the fall semester at both institutions.  One institution was 
defined by the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education (2015) as M1 
(Master’s Colleges & Universities: Larger Programs) and a highly residential liberal arts 
institution with a very high undergraduate enrollment profile.  The data from this institution was 
collected from fall 2010 through fall 2015.  The other institution was classified as R1 (Doctoral 
Universities: Very High Research Activity) and primarily residential with very high research 
activity and a high undergraduate enrollment profile.  The data used from this institution was 
collected fall 2011 through 2016.  The survey questions and factors used were consistent for all 
years.  The survey response rates were between 70 to 95% and varied by institution and term.  A 
sample size of 31,931 was obtained. 
Data Collection and Instrument   
This study used Mapworks Transition Survey data (Skyfactor, n.d.) and institutional data 
collected at two public four-year institutions.  Institutional data accounts for student background 
characteristics, academic preparation, and one-year student persistence.  Mapworks data was 
used to measure first-year experiences, integration and highest level of parental education.  
Institutional data was matched with Mapworks survey data using unique student identification 
numbers by each institution before it is available for analysis.   
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Limitations 
This study is not without limitations.  The Mapworks Transition Survey mainly involves 
self-reported data.  For example, data regarding parents’ highest level of education is reported 
from students rather than from the parent(s) directly or from institutional records.  Additionally, 
some participants choose not to answer all questions, or they may have provided inaccurate 
responses. Second, the study population is limited to first-year first-time students.  The findings 
will not reflect the characteristics, experiences, or outcomes of transfer students or those beyond 
the first year in college.  
Third, the data were collected from two public universities located in one Midwest state, 
and the results may not generalize to urban, community college, or other university populations.  
The results and implications from this study will be most applicable to colleges and universities 
that share similar demographic and geographic characteristics.  Finally, the availability of some 
of the variables was not consistent among all years that the survey was administered (2010-2016) 
and thus will not be included in the analyses.  For example, constructs for resilience and test 
anxiety were added to the survey after 2010 and were not included in the analysis.  Also, data 
provided regarding mother’s highest level of education was not reported from Mapworks to one 
of the institutions in 2012.  Because this data was necessary to calculate the highest level of 
parental education, data from 2012 for one institution was not included in the analysis. 
Significance of the Study 
Although scholars have consistently identified differences between first-generation and 
non-first-generation students, few have explored similarities and differences across multiple 
levels of parental education or among first-generation students.  Some scholars have suggested 
that the standard dichotomous operationalization of parental education distinguishing between 
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first-generation and non-first-generation students could mask important differences within these 
groups and that more information is needed about students’ similarities and differences across 
multiple levels of parental education (Lee, et al., 2004; Soria & Gorny, 2012). 
As institutions and practitioners are increasingly devoting resources to first-generation 
students to increase rates of retention and completion, they have to make decisions about the 
criteria that they will use to identify these students and the specific challenges that they aim to 
address with programs and policies.  Studies and programs designed to address first-generation 
students’ needs typically identify the group as homogeneous in terms of challenges and barriers 
to success (Peralta & Klonowski, 2017; Ward, et al., 2012).  Considering that research informs 
practice and the programs intended to support first-generation students, differentiating the 
characteristics, experiences, and one-year persistence by multiple parental education levels could 
help institutions to identify students who experience challenges associated with parental 
education and allow for targeting services to specific student needs rather than assuming a “one 
size fits all” strategy will meet the needs of all students who are considered first-generation.  
Definition of Terms 
This section provides operational definitions for key terms used in the study.  
Cultural capital: A symbolic resource that is ingrained in values, norms, and dispositions that 
are reflected in individuals’ behaviors, interactions, and educational credentials.  These factors 
influence the degree of ease and familiarity one has with the culture of the dominant social group 
and convey cultural competence or group membership (Bourdieu, 1986; Berger, 2000; Lareau & 
Weininger, 2003; McNamee & Miller, 2014; Nichols & Islas, 2016). 
First-generation college student: A college student whose highest level of parental education is 
less than a bachelor’s degree (U.S. Department of Education, 2011). 
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Hometown locale: The NCES locale framework is composed of four basic types (city, suburban, 
town, and rural) determined by population and distance from an urbanized area (Geverdt, 2015). 
MAP-Works TS: A survey administered in the first nine weeks of the first semester to first-year 
first-time students to measure factors related to common transition and adjustment issues that are 
associated with student persistence (Skyfactor, 2016). 
Non-first-generation college student: A college student who has at least one parent who has 
completed a bachelor’s degree (U.S. Department of Education, 2011). 
Non-STEM major: Majors unrelated to science, technology, engineering, or math as determined 
by the Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) Codes developed by the U.S. Department 
of Education (2010). 
Off-campus: Housing not managed by the university. 
On-campus housing: Housing managed by the university. 
One-year persistence: Continuous fall-to-fall term enrollment at the same institution. 
Rural hometown: A non-urban territory that is five or more miles from an urbanized area as 
designated by the U.S. Census Bureau (Geverdt, 2015). 
Social capital: Resources available through social networks which can be mobilized for a benefit 
(Bourdieu,1986; Lin, 2001).  
STEM major: Science, technology, engineering, and mathematics majors as determined by the 
Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) Codes developed by the U.S. Department of 
Education (2019). 
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Summary 
The purpose of this study was to examine similarities and differences in student 
characteristics, first-year experiences, and one-year persistence of students across multiple 
parental education levels.  This study used first-year transition survey data from two public 
universities in the Midwest of the United States to identify the characteristics, experiences, and 
one-year persistence of students divided by four levels of parental education including(a) high 
school diploma or less, (b) some college, (c) completed an associate’s degree; and (d) bachelor’s 
degree or higher.  The following chapters include a review of the literature on first-generation 
students and one-year persistence and the methodology that will be used to conduct the study.   
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CHAPTER 2.    LITERATURE REVIEW 
The purpose of this study was to extend the understanding of similarities and differences 
in student characteristics, first-year experiences, and one-year persistence of students across 
multiple parental education levels.  This study used first-year transition survey data from two 
public universities in the Midwest of the United States to identify the characteristics, 
experiences, and one-year persistence of students divided by four levels of parental education 
including (a) high school diploma or less, (b) some college, (c) completed an associate’s degree; 
and (d) bachelor’s degree or higher.  The literature review will begin with a description of first-
generation students and one-year persistence.  Because literature regarding operationalization of 
parental education and definitions of first-generation students is limited, the literature review will 
focus on comparisons of first-generation and non-first-generation students as well as literature 
about the outcome of interest for this study, one-year persistence.   
The second section will describe the theoretical framework that guided the study, social 
and cultural capital theories and the relevance of these theories to one-year persistence and first-
generation students.  The third section will summarize the literature about factors associated with 
one-year persistence and findings pertaining to first-generation students.  The theoretical 
framework and empirical findings from the literature informed the study methodology in section 
three.  
First-Generation College Students 
First-generation students are increasingly the focus of institutional efforts to improve 
rates of retention and completion (Ishitani, 2017; Pratt, et al., 2017), however, the criteria used to 
define this group varies significantly (Peralta & Klonowski, 2017; Soria & Gorny, 2012; 
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Toutkoushian, et al., 2015).  For example, Toutkoushian (2015) used national data to study 
differences in high school students’ college preparation behaviors, based on several different 
possible definitions of first-generation student and determined that the number varied from 22% 
to 77% of students depending on the criteria used.  As many as 12 unique definitions of first-
generation students have been identified in the literature (Peralta & Klonowski, 2017).  
Differences in the criteria used to determine first-generation status are important because it limits 
practitioners’ ability to generalize and compare findings from literature (Peralta & Klonwski, 
2017) and influences estimates of the number of students potentially disadvantaged by their 
parent’s or guardian’s level of education. 
The majority of prior studies on parental education or first-generation students used one 
of two dichotomous definitions: (a) students whose parents or guardians did not have any 
postsecondary education (Billson & Terry, 1982; Choy, 2001; Jenkins, Miyazaki, & Janosik, 
2009; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Nunez & Cuccaro-Alamin, 1998; Terenzini, et al., 1996; 
Warburton, et al., 2001; Woosley & Shepler, 2011), or (b) students whose parents’ or guardians’ 
highest level of education was less than a four year degree (Soria & Stableton, 2012; Strayhorn, 
2006; Stephens, Townsend, Hamedani, Destin, & Manzo, 2015; Sun, Hagedorn, & Zhang, 2016; 
Thayer, 2000; U.S. Department of Education, 2011).  However, some scholars have suggested 
that the standard binary distinction between first-generation and non-first-generation students 
could mask potential differences among first-generation students and that additional research is 
needed to determine if the characteristics and experiences of first-generation students are similar 
(Lee, et al., 2004; Soria & Gorny, 2012).  For example, Lee, Sax, Kim, & Hagedorn (2004) 
conducted a quantitative study of factors associated with five levels of parental education: junior 
high, high school, community college, four-year college, and graduate school among student at a 
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diverse, urban community college district.  Comparisons were also made with a binary grouping 
of first-generation and non-first-generation students.  The results indicated each of the parental 
education levels differed from each other and the first-generation student group.  The findings 
indicated income disparity among the three groups considered first-generation, and that the 
junior high education parents were disproportionally Latino/a and the community college-
educated parents were disproportionately black/African-American.  These researchers 
recommended future research on the experiences of students across different parental education 
levels and noted the need for this investigation for students in four-year colleges.   
Soria & Gorny (2012) conducted a quantitative study that explored definitions of first-
generation students at nine public universities in the Midwest.  They used one-way ANOVA and 
chi-square tests to make comparisons among five levels of parental education (less than a high 
school degree, high school degree, associate’s degree, bachelor’s degree, master’s degree, and 
doctoral degree) to compare differences between first-generation and non-first-generation 
students using narrow and broad definitions for first-generation students.  The results indicated 
that there were not any substantial differences in results based on a narrow or broad definition for 
first-generation students.  However, differences were found among students considered first-
generation.  Students whose parents did not have a high school diploma were significantly more 
likely to be students of color, lower income, and had lower GPAs, and scores for academic 
engagement, perceptions of the campus climate, and sense of belonging compared to those 
whose parents had completed a high school diploma or an associate’s degree.  These researchers 
noted the methodological limitations of the study and recommended future research investigating 
differences between students based on multiple levels of parental education. 
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The findings from these studies suggest that more information is needed about 
similarities and differences among first-generation students and that the standard dichotomous 
comparisons between first-generation and non-first-generation students may be masking 
important differences among students.  This study aims to investigate similarities and differences 
in student characteristics, first-year experiences and one-year persistence among students across 
multiple levels of parental education to extend understanding of these students and the and the 
factors associated with their success. 
One-Year Persistence 
The outcome of interest for this study, one-year student persistence, refers to enrollment 
at the same institution from the fall semester of the first year of college to the fall semester of the 
second year (Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005).  One-year persistence and the first-year of college are 
frequently the focus of higher education research due to the risks associated with the transition to 
college such as navigating a new environment without the same access to support from family 
and friends (Mortenson, 2012; Renn & Reason, 2013; Tinto, 2012).  Additionally, students who 
leave college without a degree are most likely to depart before the second year (Tinto, 2012).  
Considering the importance of first-year experiences and one-year persistence to student success, 
these measures are appropriate for this study.   
Theoretical Framework: Social and Cultural Capital 
This study was framed using Bourdieu’s (1986) concepts of social and cultural capital to 
explain the advantages of students whose parents have earned a college degree over those whose 
parents have little or no postsecondary education.  The following section will describe 
Bourdieu’s perspectives as they relate to higher education, first-generation students, and the 
outcome of interest for this study, one-year persistence.  An overview of social and cultural 
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capital are provided, followed by the unique contributions of each concept pertaining to the 
characteristics, experiences, and one-year persistence of first-generation students.  
Considerable evidence suggests that non-first-generation students are likely to be 
predisposed to pursue and earn a college degree because of social and cultural capital (Lohfink, 
2004; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Nichols & Islas, 2016; Ward, et al., 2012).  Social and cultural 
capital refer to resources such as information, encouragement and guidance from family and 
friends who have earned a college degree and intangible resources that are ingrained in family 
norms and culture that influence students’ dispositions towards higher education, familiarity with 
academic culture, and academic and social behaviors (Berger, 2000; Lohfink, 2004; Nichols & 
Islas, 2016; Ward, et al., 2012).  These concepts have important implications for this study as 
literature indicated social and cultural capital are associated with parental education, and student 
outcomes such as one-year persistence (Ceglie & Settlage, 2016; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; 
Nichols & Islas, 2017; Soria & Stebleton, 2012; Wells, 2009).  Bourdieu (1977) challenged the 
commonly accepted notion that educational institutions are meritocratic and that they afford 
individuals equal opportunity to succeed recognizing and rewarding talents, abilities, or merit 
(McNamee & Miller, 2004; Soria, 2015).  Bourdieu suggested that educational institutions 
promote social reproduction rather than upward social mobility due to the inherited social and 
cultural advantages of students from middle and upper-class families (Berger, 2000; Lareau & 
Weininger, 2003; McNamee & Miller, 2004; Soria, 2015; Stephens, et al., 2012).  First-
generation students are more likely to come from working-class families because their parents 
have not earned a credential that supports the greater accumulations of capital including financial 
resources (Stephens, Fryberg, Markus, Johnson, & Covarrubias, 2012).  As a result, first-
generation students tend to have significantly less social and cultural capital than their peers, 
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which influences their likelihood to pursue and earn a college degree, thereby maintaining social 
class stratification  
Scholars have suggested that even limited experiences in college increase the social and 
cultural capital that parents can share with their children (Ishitani, 2006; Padgett, et al., 2012; 
Ward, et al., 2012).  However, there is little information regarding the extent to which social and 
cultural capital are gained through different types and amounts of postsecondary education.  For 
example, do parents who have completed an associate’s degree have more social and cultural 
capital than parents who enrolled in college but did not earn a degree, and if so, how do these 
differences influence students’ experiences and outcomes in college?  This study will examine 
similarities and differences by multiple levels of education that are assumed to align with the 
social and cultural capital inherited from parents.  The following sections describe the concepts 
of social and cultural capital and how they relate to higher education and first-generation 
students.   
Social Capital 
Bourdieu (1986) defined social capital as “the aggregate of the actual or potential 
resources which are linked to possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalized 
relationships of mutual acquaintance or recognition” (p. 248).  For this study, social capital can 
be understood as the benefits associated with parental exposure to college (Padgett, et al., 2012).  
Prior studies have consistently indicated that first-generation students have less access to social 
capital than their peers due to their parent’s lack of exposure to college and that this difference 
influences college experiences and outcomes such as one-year persistence (Davis, 2012; 
McDonough, 1997; Nichols & Islas, 2016; Padgett, et al., 2012; Pascarella, et al., 2004; Soria & 
Stebleton, 2012; Ward, et al., 2012).  Though social capital can be acquired outside the family 
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from peers and schools, parents are the primary source of social capital (Berger, 2000; Nichols & 
Islas, 2017). 
Non-first-generation students are thought to have more social capital because their 
parents have navigated and completed college resulting in beginning college with a better 
understanding of higher education than students whose parents have little or no exposure.  In 
addition to understanding college expectations and processes, they are more likely to be able to 
depend on their parents' knowledge, advice and encouragement as they transition to college 
(Palbusa & Gauvain, 2017; Toutkoushian, et al., 2015; Wells, et al., 2012).  Bourdieu (1986) 
stated, “The volume of social capital possessed by a given agent thus depends on the size of the 
network of connections he [sic] can effectively mobilize” (Bourdieu, 1986, p.51).  First-
generation students have less access to these forms of social capital because their parents and 
close social connections are less familiar with college processes and culture (Armstrong & 
Hamilton, 2013; Gofen, 2009; McNamee & Miller, 2014; Nichols & Islas, 2016; Padgett, et al., 
2012; Pascarella, et al., 2004; Soria & Stebleton, 2012; Thayer, 2000; Wells, 2009).  In 
comparison, non-first-generation students have greater access to others who have extensive 
experience in higher education and the ability to receive specific guidance navigating their 
pathway through college (Armstrong & Hamilton, 2013).   
College experiences.  Social capital in the form of parental expectations, encouragement, 
and guidance have important implications for students’ experiences and outcomes in college 
(Moschetti & Hudley, 2015; Nichols & Islas, 2016; Palbusa & Gauvain, 2017).  Unlike their 
peers, first-generation students are less likely to have an extensive network of family and friends 
that have earned a four-year degree and convey the importance of a college degree and useful 
information such as terminology, procedures, and recommendations for navigating the 
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environment.  As a result, first-generation students tend to be less knowledgeable about the 
academic culture and the practices and resources associated with student success (McNamee & 
Miller, 2014; Moschetti & Hudley, 2015).  Also, first-generation students are thought to receive 
less effective family support and encouragement than peers.  Though first-generation students 
may receive parental encouragement to pursue a college degree, their parents are less likely to be 
equipped to provide specific guidance as the student faces challenges navigating the unfamiliar 
environment (Moschetti and Hudley, 2015; Nichols & Islas, 2016; Palbusa & Gauvain, 2017).   
Several studies addressed differences in social capital between first-generation students 
and their peers in the form of parental encouragement or guidance.  Moschetti and Hudley’s 
(2015) qualitative study of first-generation students at one community college revealed that the 
encouragement described by first-generation students tended to be general and reflected the 
parents’ belief in the student’s capacity to succeed.  Non-first-generation students received 
similar general encouragement as well as specific guidance to campus resources and strategies to 
address challenges.  Further, these social capital differences translated into student behaviors and 
perspectives.  First-generation students were more likely to believe that they were personally 
responsible for getting through college and were less likely to be aware of campus support 
services or seek assistance compared to their peers.  Findings from this study suggest that 
although the parents of first-generation students provide encouragement to pursue a degree, they 
are less likely than college-educated parents to have the knowledge and prior experience to 
provide effective guidance.  Wells (2009) investigated the impact of social and cultural capital 
on student persistence in a national longitudinal study of first-generation and non-first-generation 
students at community colleges.  Findings indicated that cultural capital in the form of parent’s 
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expectations for earning a college degree, parental involvement, and friends’ college plans were 
associated with persistence for all students.   
Additional literature highlighted differences in social capital between first-generation and 
non-first-generation students in the first year of college.  Nichols and Islas (2016) studied 
differences in the availability and use of social capital and the academic outcomes of first-
generation and non-first-generation premedical students at one private institution.  Results 
indicated that social capital in the form of parental involvement varied between first-generation 
and non-first-generation groups.  First-generation parents tended to “push” their child through 
college by providing non-specific guidance when challenges arose such as “try harder,” “study 
more,” and other inspirational or motivational pep talks.  In comparison, non-first-generation 
parents “pulled” their child through with specific guidance such as which courses to enroll in 
each semester and the importance of talking to faculty outside of class.  For example, among the 
21 first-generation students and 23 non-first-generation students who participated in the study, 
all of the non-first-generation parents instructed their child to talk to faculty about academic 
challenges compared to only one first-generation parent who offered this advice.  These scholars 
noted that parents served as the primary source of social capital for all students, highlighting 
Bourdieu’s claim that although social capital can be acquired outside of the family structure, it is 
the primary source.  Similarly, Palbusa & Gauvain (2017) conducted a quantitative study of 344 
first-year students at a large public university that examined the similarities and differences in 
communication with parents.  Findings indicated that non-first-generation students’ 
conversations with their parents tended to be of a higher quality and provided specific guidance 
to address challenges while first-generation parents offered encouragement but not specific 
advice.  
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In addition to differences in parental encouragement and guidance, social capital 
influences students’ understanding of institutional procedures, resources and the behaviors and 
skills associated with success.  Because their parents are less familiar with higher education, 
first-generation students are less likely to understand the relationship between college 
experiences and success such as which classes to take, benefits of academic and social 
engagement, and access to resources and support for managing challenges (Gofen, 2009; 
Padgett, et al., 2012; Pascarella, et al., 2004; Soria & Stebleton, 2012; Ward, et al., 2012).  
Compared to peers whose parents are college educated, first-generation students make important 
decisions without an understanding of how these decisions relate to their success (Pascarella, et 
al., 2004).  Pascarella explained that due to their limited social capital,  
First-generation students are more likely to be handicapped in accessing and 
understanding information and attitudes relevant to making beneficial decisions about 
such things as the importance of completing a college degree, which college to attend, 
and what kinds of academic and social choices to make while in attendance (p. 252). 
These forms of social capital have important implications for student integration and 
first-year outcomes (Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Ricks, 2016).  For example, Pike and Kuh (2005) 
conducted a quantitative, multi-institution study of the college experiences of first-year, first-
generation and non-first-generation students at four-year institutions.  Findings indicated that 
first-generation students were less academically and socially engaged and perceived the college 
environment as less supportive than their peers.  These researchers suggested that these findings 
may be attributed to first-generation students’ lack of social capital including knowledge about 
the importance of engagement and how to become engaged.  In their study of more than 1800 
first-year students at a large public research institution, Soria and Stebleton (2012) used social 
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capital as a framework to understand the differences in first-generation and non-first-generation 
students’ academic engagement and retention.  Findings from this study indicated that first-
generation students were less engaged academically, indicated less sense of belonging, and were 
significantly less likely to persist to the second year.  The researchers attributed these differences 
to social capital in the form of first-generation students’ lack of understanding of the benefits of 
academic and social engagement to their success. 
Literature supported that first-generation students tend to have less social capital than 
their peers resulting in differences in college experiences and outcomes.  Because parents are the 
primary source of social capital for students (Nichols & Islas, 2016), first-generation students are 
disadvantaged by their parents’ lack of experience in college and inability to provide effective 
guidance navigating the first-year of college.  This disadvantage is apparent in differences in 
knowledge and understanding of college practices and resources, information conveyed from 
parents when they experience challenges navigating the first year, and differences in students’ 
behaviors and experiences (Moschetti & Hudley, 2015; Nichols & Islas, 2016; Soria & 
Stebleton, 2012).  The literature highlighted that non-first-generation students receive specific 
guidance and support from their parents when they experience challenges and have a better 
understanding of the types of experiences and behaviors associated with success in college.  
Because they have less social capital based down from their parents, first-generation students are 
less likely to be aware of or take part in the academic and social experiences associated with 
outcomes such as one-year persistence.  Considering that this study will examine college 
experiences associated with one-year persistence and that social capital explains differences in 
these factors between first-generation and non-first-generation students, this theory is pertinent to 
this study. 
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Cultural Capital   
Cultural capital is a symbolic resource that is ingrained in values, norms, and dispositions 
that are reflected in individuals’ behaviors, interactions, and educational credentials.  These 
factors influence the degree of ease and familiarity one has with the culture of the dominant 
social group and convey cultural competence or group membership (Bourdieu, 1986; Berger, 
2000; Lareau & Weininger, 2003; McNamee & Miller, 2014; Nichols & Islas, 2016).  As 
McNamee & Miller (2014) stated, “the transmission of cultural capital through socialization is 
the most valuable hidden form of hereditary transmission of privilege” (p. 81).  Like other forms 
of capital, cultural capital is inequitably distributed by social class as it is primarily acquired as a 
result of being raised in a high-status family (Bourdieu, 1986; Lareau, 2011; Nichols & Islas, 
2016).  This concept has important implications for this study as access to cultural capital from 
parents has been found to influence students’ disposition towards higher education (Lareau & 
Weininger, 2003), sense of belonging in college (Dumais & Ward, 2009, and one-year 
persistence (Wells, 2009).  
Habitus.  Bourdieu (1986) explained that individuals with similar types and 
accumulation of capital tend to behave in similar ways, make similar decisions and share a 
similar “habitus” or worldview.  Habitus is defined as “a common set of subjective perceptions 
held by all members of the same group or class that shapes an individual's expectations, attitudes, 
and aspirations (Bourdieu, 1986, p.9).  In the context of higher education, habitus can be 
understood as the student’s degree of comfort in the campus environment such as participating in 
class, interacting with faculty outside of class, and taking part in social activities with peers 
(Berger, 2000).  First-generation and non-first-generation students are thought to have different 
cultural dispositions or habitus.  As a result, they tend to interpret the same experiences in 
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different ways, specifically related to how they perceive the campus environment, interactions 
with others, and their sense of belonging (Berger, 2000; Hinz, 2016). 
Parental influence.  Literature explained that parenting styles are correlated to 
educational attainment and contribute to differences in cultural capital between first-generation 
and non-first-generation students (Lareau, 2011; Lareau & Weininger, 2003; McDonough, 1997; 
Nichols & Islas, 2016).  As Mayhew stated, “Educated parents have the financial and cognitive 
resources and abilities to cultivate environments inside the home that support children’s 
cognitive and noncognitive development (Mayhew, Bowman, Rockenbach, Seifert, & Wolniak, 
2016).  For example, Lareau (2011) studied differences in parenting styles by social class in a 
qualitative study of 12 families with at least one child in the third grade at one urban school or 
one suburban school.  Findings explained that middle and upper-class college-educated parents 
were more likely to take the approach of “concerted cultivation,” intentionally engaging their 
children in activities that foster skills, knowledge, and dispositions, such as participation in 
organized activities, involvement in family decision making, and negotiating with parents and 
other authority figures.  These students were more likely to convey a sense of entitlement.  As 
Lareau (2011) described, “This sense of entitlement plays an especially important role in 
institutional settings where children learn to question adults and address them as relative equals” 
(p. 2).  In comparison, working-class, non-college educated parents tended to take a “natural 
growth approach,” and their children were more likely to spend non-school time in unstructured 
activities, were not encouraged to challenge their parents, and depended on authority figures to 
tell them what to do and to decide what was best for them.  These students were more likely to 
show a sense of constraint and to accept the directions of the authority figure without negotiating 
to suit their preferences.  
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Nichols and Islas (2017) investigated Lareau’s parenting styles in the context of higher 
education and found that college-educated parents were more likely to practice a concerted 
cultivation style of parenting from the time their children were in elementary school extending 
through college while the parents of first-generation students took a more “hands-off” approach.  
These scholars noted that the differences in parenting styles contributed to first-generation 
students’ sense of limitation or constraint while non-first-generation students developed a sense 
of entitlement to a college credential.  These differences are thought to influence students' 
resiliency and how they respond to challenges.  Dumais and Ward (2010) conducted a 
quantitative longitudinal study that tracked more than 12,000 students from junior high until 
eight years after high school graduation to investigate the impact of cultural capital on first-
generation students’ enrollment, academic performance, and completion at four-year institutions.  
The findings indicated that cultural capital, measured by past participation in dance, art, or music 
lessons outside of school and parental involvement in college application processes, was 
associated with higher rates of enrollment and completion at four-year institutions.  These 
researchers attributed differences in communication patterns and student’s perspectives of their 
challenges to differences in social and cultural capital.  For example, when speaking with their 
parents, non-first-generation students were more likely to advocate for their ideas and 
perspectives while first-generation students were less likely to question directives from parents.  
Similarly, first-generation students indicated a preference for direct and structured instructions 
from faculty and staff and attributed their academic difficulty to themselves such as their 
learning style.  In comparison, non-first-generation students were more comfortable with abstract 
ideas and ambiguity and were more likely to attribute academic challenges to faculty instruction.  
These differences highlight differences in behaviors and perceptions of authority figures between 
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first-generation students and their peers, informing our understanding of how students are likely 
to interact with faculty and staff on campus.   
Parental education is associated with differences in parenting styles that contribute to 
students' perceptions and actions in college.  The parents of non-first-generation students are 
more likely to use a "concerted cultivation" approach to parenting that involves experiences and 
behaviors that benefit students in college.  For example, first-generation students are less likely 
to question authority figures or advocate for their ideas or perceptions while non-first-generation 
students are more likely to be raised by parents that instill a sense of entitlement and provide 
experiences advocating for personal interests (Lareau, 2011; Dumais & Ward, 2010).  These 
differences are thought to influence differences in how first-generation and non-first-generation 
students respond to challenges that are associated with student outcomes.  Understanding how 
cultural capital differences in the form of parental involvement between first-generation and non-
first-generation students influences student perceptions and behaviors will help to explain the 
potential differences between students in this study. 
Higher education culture.  The social structure and cultural climate of higher education 
institutions tend to reflect middle and upper-class values, norms, and culture (Hinz, 2016; Soria, 
2015).  Considering that education and social class are highly correlated, non-first-generation 
students are more likely to come from middle or upper-class families, and first-generation 
students are more likely to come from working-class families (Soria, 2015).  The cultural 
differences found between classes translate into differences between first-generation and non-
first-generation students and how they perceive and experience college.  Non-first-generation 
students tend to be advantaged because their cultural norms and dispositions are more likely to 
align with the dominant campus culture.  Lareau (2003) explained that “As a result of their 
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location in the stratification system, students and their parents enter the educational system with 
dispositional skills and knowledge that differentially facilitate or impede their ability to conform 
to institutionalized expectations” (p. 588).  These cultural capital differences are thought to result 
in greater challenges for first-generation students as they transition to college because their 
dispositions and habitus are likely to differ from the institution and other students (Armstrong & 
Hamilton, 2013; Berger, 2000; Nichols & Islas, 2016; Soria, 2015).   
First-generation and non-first-generation students who have different cultural dispositions 
are likely to experience the same environment in different ways (Berger, 2000; Hinz, 2016).  
Literature connected first-generation students’ tendency to express feelings of intimidation and 
fear of faculty to their lack of cultural capital.  In their study of first-generation and non-first-
generation students, Nichols & Islas (2016) found that first-generation students frequently 
indicated that they were intimidated by faculty.  For example, one first-generation student stated, 
“I’m kind of scared of teachers...I feel it’s easier for me to ask another student who understands 
the material than to go talk to the teacher” (Nichols & Islas, 2016, p. 83).  These scholars 
attributed this difference between first-generation and non-first-generation students to Lareau’s 
(2011) concept of concerted cultivation that was described in the prior section, as non-first-
generation students were more comfortable approaching and critiquing faculty and showed a 
sense of entitlement and confidence in their ability to stay on track when they experienced 
academic issues.  Similarly, Longwell-Grice (2008) conducted a small, qualitative study 
investigating first-year first-generation students' perceptions of faculty support and retention 
finding that despite significant academic challenges, first-generation students were intimidated 
by the idea of reaching out to faculty for support and tended to perceive faculty to be uncaring 
and unsupportive.  The first-generation students in this study described the role of faculty as 
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“gatekeepers” who intentionally “weed out” less serious students.  Though they indicated that 
other students had recommended speaking to faculty, they expressed concern for “wasting 
faculty time” and the expectation that faculty would retaliate for initiating contact not worthy of 
their attention.  None of the four participants in this study persisted to the second semester or 
contacted faculty for assistance.  The researchers attributed these differences between first-
generation and non-first-generation students to differences in cultural expectations, academic 
insecurities, and family experience. 
The literature supported Bourdieu's (1986) claim that the culture of educational 
institutions disadvantages those who lack cultural capital, indicating that dispositional 
differences between first-generation and non-first-generation students related to their perception 
of the institutional culture.  Specifically, first-generation students were more likely to be 
intimidated by faculty and, as noted in prior sections, were less likely to communicate with 
faculty when experiencing academic difficulties (Longwell-Grice & Longwell-Grice, 2008; 
Nichols & Islas, 2016).  Scholars highlighted the relationship between cultural capital, 
perceptions of faculty, students' academic behaviors, and outcomes such as one-year persistence.  
These differences in cultural capital between first-generation and non-first-generation students 
will contribute to understanding the potential differences in academic and social experiences of 
first-generation students and their peers.  
One-year persistence.  Cultural capital has been found to influence students’ one-year 
persistence in addition to dispositions towards higher education and sense of belonging on 
campus (Dumais & Ward, 2009; Wells, 2009).  Dumais and Ward (2009) investigated 
differences in cultural capital between first-generation students and their peers measured by high 
arts participation, and purposeful interactions with “gatekeepers” and the relationship with 
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college persistence and graduation.  Findings indicated that cultural capital in the form of 
parental involvement and cultural classes were associated with student persistence and 
completion.  Considering the relationship between cultural capital and the outcome of interest for 
this study, one-year persistence, and that evidence supports that first-generation students tend to 
have less cultural capital than their peers, this concept is important for understanding the 
potential differences between first-generation and non-first-generation students.  
Summary   
Social and cultural capital theories support Bourdieu's (1986) claim that educational 
institutions advantage middle and upper-class students - those whose parents are most likely to 
have earned a college degree (Soria, 2015).  The effect of parental education on students’ 
experiences and outcomes is driven by the social and cultural capital that parents transmit to their 
children that translate into observed behaviors (Soria, 2015; Toutkoushian, et al., 2015; Ward, 
2012).  The more college experiences acquired, the more social and cultural capital that parents 
can accumulate and can pass on (Soria, 2015; Ward, et al., 2012).  As a result, first-generation 
students begin college at a disadvantage because their parents have little, or no postsecondary 
experiences and they have less social and cultural capital than their peers (Berger, 2000; Nichols 
& Islas, 2016; Wells, 2009).  
In the context of this study, social capital refers to students' knowledge about institutional 
practices and resources as well as access to encouragement and effective guidance to address 
first-year transition challenges (Moschetti & Hudley, 2015; Nichols & Islas, 2016).  Cultural 
capital refers to intangible elements that are ingrained in culture such as dispositions, beliefs, and 
perceptions (Berger, 2000; Nichols & Islas, 2016; Soria, 2015).  Differences in first-generation 
and non-first-generation students’ accumulation and access to capital resources are thought to 
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contribute to differences in college experiences and outcomes such as sense of belonging and 
one-year persistence (Berger, 2000; Ricks, 2016; Soria, 2015; Wells, 2009).  Because non-first-
generation students are more likely to grow up in an environment that is culturally similar to 
most higher education institutions, they experience fewer challenges in their transition to college.   
Social and cultural capital literature highlighted differences in first-generation and non-
first-generation students' characteristics and college experiences that are associated with the 
outcome of interest for this assessment, one-year persistence.  Considering the importance of 
social and cultural capital to one-year persistence and that these resources tend to be inequitably 
distributed between first and non-first-generation students, these concepts provided a greater 
understanding of the differences between these groups.  
Factors Associated with One-Year Persistence and First-Generation Student Outcomes 
The prior section identified differences in student characteristics, college experiences, 
and one-year persistence associated with social and cultural capital.  Additional literature related 
to factors associated with one-year persistence will be described in the following section.  The 
relevance of each factor to one-year persistence is described followed by findings related to first-
generation students.   
Student Characteristics  
Differences in background characteristics, academic preparation, and educational goals 
and commitments are thought to contribute to first-generation students’ difficulty engaging in, 
and adjusting to college (Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Padgett, et al., 2012; Pascarella, et al., 2004; 
Pike & Kuh, 2005; Tinto, 2012; Ward, 2012).  Past findings suggest that these factors influence 
differences in rates of one-year persistence between first-generation students and non-first-
generation students (Lohfink & Paulsen; Padgett, et al., 2004; Pike & Kuh, 2005; Pratt, et al., 
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2017; Tinto, 2012).  As Pike and Kuh (2005) stated, “In large part, first-generation students’ 
lower persistence and graduation rates, and their lower scores on standardized study measures, 
are the result of differences in the precollege characteristics of first- and second-generation 
students” (p. 277).  
Background characteristics.  The literature consistently indicated that first-generation 
students were more likely to be disadvantaged by their background characteristics than their 
peers.  First-generation students tended to be overrepresented in minority racial or ethnic groups 
(Choy, 2001; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Saenz, et al., 2007; Terenzini, et al., 1996), were more 
likely to come from low-income families (Bui, 2002; Eitel & Martin, 2009; Jenkins, et al., 2009; 
Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Nunez & Cuccaro-Alamin, 1998; Pratt, et al., 2017; Saenz, et al., 
2007; Terenzini, et al., 1996), and were more likely to be older than 24 (Choy, 2001) and have 
dependent children (Bui, 2002; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Terenzini, et al., 1996).  Terenzini and 
colleagues (1996) conducted a quantitative study of 2,685 first-generation and non-first-
generation students from 23 diverse institutions nationwide comparing their precollege 
characteristics, college experiences, and academic gains.  Findings indicated that first-generation 
students differed from peers on 14 of 37 background characteristics linked to student outcomes 
such as persistence.  They were more likely to have Hispanic family origins, to come from 
lower-income homes, to have dependent children, and to be older, and were less likely to report 
receiving encouragement from family to attend college.  Saenz and colleagues (2007) studied 35 
years of first-generation trends and reported that first-generation students were consistently 
disadvantaged by their background characteristics including encouragement to attend college, 
family income level, academic preparation, and degree aspirations.   
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Additional studies identified differences in students' background characteristics 
associated with one-year persistence.  Pratt (2017) investigated factors associated with one-year 
persistence at a single institution finding that first-generation students were significantly more 
likely to have financial concerns and expected to work more frequently than their peers.  
Students who indicated that they needed to work during their first-year were retained at a 
significantly lower rate and the number of hours that students expected to work was negatively 
associated with one-year persistence.  In their national study of determinants of one-year 
persistence of first-generation and non-first-generation students at four-year institutions, Lohfink 
and Paulsen (2005) found that many of the demographic characteristics common to first-
generation students heightened their risk for early departure.  First-generation students who were 
Hispanic, low-income, or female were less likely to persist to the second year.  However, these 
factors were not related to persistence for non-first-generation students.  Also, low-income first-
generation students were less likely to persist than higher income first-generation students.  This 
study highlights the interaction between parental education and other background factors and the 
importance of examining a broad range of student characteristics when comparing first and non-
first-generation students to understand and control for the other risk factors that may 
disadvantage these students.   
The literature highlighted differences in first-generation and non-first-generation 
students' background characteristics.  Although several differences in background characteristics 
were noted, the literature emphasized that first-generation students are consistently found to be 
disproportionately represented in the lowest income and racial or ethnic minority groups (Choy, 
2001).  These factors are noteworthy because they are thought to influence college experiences 
that are associated with one-year persistence (Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005).  Considering the 
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importance of students' background characteristics to college outcomes, this study included 
measures such as gender, age, race, financial means, and hometown locale in addition to the 
highest level of parental education. 
Locale: Rural/Non-Rural.  Prior research has found that one-year persistence was 
associated with the geographic characteristics of the student’s hometown.  Roscigno, 
Tomaskovic-Devey, and Crowley (2006) investigated capital differences between students from 
urban and rural areas.  The study highlighted family income differences and differences in access 
to resources by locale.  This study highlighted that urban and rural families earned significantly 
less than those from suburban locales.  The results also indicated that there were differences in 
school resources, racial diversity, and parental education by type of hometown. Williams & Luo 
(2010) studied the influence of geographic characteristics including proximity and urbanicity of 
students’ hometown on first-year persistence at one rural institution.  These scholars noted that 
differences in persistence between urban and rural students were related to the geographic type 
of institution.  They concluded that the degree of congruence between the hometown 
environment and the institution determines the student’s “fit” and decisions to persist.  
Considering that prior research found differences in social and cultural capital and one-year 
persistence by student hometown locale, this factor was included in the study.  
Academic preparation.  How a student performs academically in high school is one of 
the strongest predictors of academic performance in college (Astin, 1993; Kuh, Cruce, Shoup, 
Kinzie, & Gonyea, 2008; Mayhew, et al., 2016) and first-generation students tend to be less 
prepared for the rigor of college coursework (Horn & Nunez, 2000; Pratt, et al., 2017; Terenzini, 
et al., 1996; Warburton, et al., 2001; Ward, et al., 2012).  Prior studies have demonstrated that 
first-generation students not only had lower high school GPAs and admissions test scores 
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(Atherton, 2014; Bui, 2002; Chen & Carroll, 2005; Choy, 2001; Kuh, et al., 2008; Martinez, 
Sher, Krull & Wood, 2009; Saenz, et al., 2007; Terenzini, et al., 1996; Warburton, et al., 2001), 
but the academic achievement gap was maintained throughout undergraduate enrollment and was 
associated with academic adjustment issues such as low GPA, an increased likelihood of 
withdrawing and re-enrolling in a course (Chen and Carroll, 2005) and leaving before the 
second-year (Pascarella, et al., 2004; Warburton, et al., 2001).   
Prior academic experiences influence educational goals and commitment, adjustment to 
college, and student persistence (Ward, et al., 2012).  Students who do not complete rigorous 
high school courses such as advanced math or science and fail to develop academic habits such 
as study skills and time management, are likely to struggle academically in college (Chen & 
Carroll, 2005; Choy, 2001; Soria & Stebleton, 2012; Ward, et al., 2012).  Chen and Carroll 
(2005) studied the transcripts from a national sample of first-generation and non-first-generation 
students.  These researchers reported that first-generation students' limited exposure to rigorous 
math and science classes impacted their educational expectations, aspirations and college 
outcomes finding that first-generation students made different academic decisions and were 
significantly less likely to earn a four-year degree.  Warburton, et al. (2001) used a national 
sample to investigate the academic preparation of first-generation students at four-year 
institutions, finding that first-generation status was negatively associated with academic 
preparation and persistence.  For example, nearly 40% of first-generation students' admissions 
test scores (SAT or ACT) fell in the lowest quartile compared to only l5% of students whose 
parents were college graduates.  Soria and Stebleton (2012) investigated first-generation 
students’ academic engagement and one-year persistence and found that these students were 
underprepared in math and English, and were less likely to be academically engaged, and persist 
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from the first to the second-year compared to non-first-generation students.  Findings from these 
studies point to differences in academic preparation between first-generation and non-first-
generation students that influence first-year experiences and one-year persistence.  
Literature established the importance of academic preparation to college outcomes, 
frequently measured by high school GPA or admissions test scores.  Though these factors are 
important for all students, first-generation students are more likely than their peers to be 
underprepared for the academic rigor of college coursework (Ward, et al., 2012; Chen & Carroll, 
2005).  Considering that the literature indicated that first-generation students tend to have lower 
high school GPAs, college entrance exams, and concerns regarding their preparation for college 
and that academic preparation is associated with the outcome of interest, one-year persistence, 
these measures were included in the study.   
Educational goals and commitments.  Differences in students' educational goals and 
commitments are associated with how students manage the first-year transition (Bean & Eaton, 
2000) and the likelihood of persisting to the second-year (Astin, 1993; Tinto, 2012).  According 
to Tinto (2012), students who indicated a high degree of commitment to the institution and to 
earning a bachelor’s degree were more likely to overcome first-year transition issues and persist 
to the second-year and beyond.  Researchers reported that first-generation students tended to 
have lower degree aspirations (Hahs-Vaughn, 2004; Pike & Kuh, 2005; Saenz, et al., 2007; 
Terenzini, et al., 1996; Ward, et al., 2012) and were less committed to earning a degree and to 
the institution than their peers (Billson & Terry, 1982; Garriott, Hudyma, Keene & Santiago., 
2015; Pascarella, et al., 2004; Woosley & Shepler, 2011).  These differences contributed to lower 
rates of one-year persistence (Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005).   
37 
 
 
 
Saenz and colleagues (2007) studied 35 years of first-generation student trends and found 
a gap in the degree aspirations of first-generation students and their peers.  The researchers 
suggested that the differences were related to first-generation students’ lower levels of social 
capital such as knowledge about college and degree options, academic preparation, and access to 
resources.  Chen and Carroll (2005) indicated that first-generation students’ limited exposure to 
rigorous math and science classes impacted educational expectations and aspirations.  In their 
quantitative study of the early integration experiences of students at one four-year institution, 
Woosley & Shepler (2011) found that first-generation students’ commitment to higher education 
was associated with academic integration and institutional satisfaction.  Pike and Kuh (2005) 
studied student engagement and integration factors associated with intellectual development for 
first-generation students and their peers and found that students who aspired for a graduate 
degree were more likely to be engaged in college, which indirectly influenced student 
integration.  Lohfink and Paulsen (2005) found that among first-generation students, those who 
had higher degree aspirations were significantly more likely to persist than those with lower 
degree aspirations.  Lehmann's (2012) qualitative study of the college experiences of first-
generation students indicated that educational aspirations were influenced by the student’s 
financial means and academic preparation and contributed to differences in college experiences 
and lower rates of persistence compared to peers.  
The literature supported that the highest level of education that students aspire and their 
commitment to achieving their goals when they begin college are linked to their likelihood of 
overcoming first-year transition issues and persisting to the second-year.  First-generation 
students tend to have lower degree aspirations and are less likely to indicate a high degree of 
commitment to the institution or to earning a degree.  These differences are thought to contribute 
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to first-generation students’ lower rates of success and one-year persistence.  Considering 
evidence of differences in educational goals and commitments between first-generation and non-
first-generation students and the effect on one-year persistence, this study included these 
measures.  
First-Year Experiences 
The literature described in the previous sections established that differences in first-
generation and non-first-generation students' characteristics when they first enroll in college 
influence college experiences and outcomes (Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Terenzini, et al., 1996; 
Ward, et al., 2012).  For example, first-generation students are less likely to understand the 
benefits of extra-curricular involvement because of social capital (Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005: Pike 
& Kuh, 2005; Soria & Stebleton, 2012) and they are more likely to have additional 
responsibilities such as dependent children or need to spend more time working due to their 
financial means (Bui, 2002; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Terenzini, et al., 1996).  Gaps in 
achievement between first-generation students and their peers are often attributed to lower levels 
of student engagement (Billson & Terry, 1982; Pascarella, et al., 2004; Pike & Kuh, 2005; Soria 
& Stebleton, 2012; Terenzini, et al., 1996).  According to Tinto (2012) “The more students are 
academically and socially engaged with faculty, staff, and peers, the more likely they are to 
succeed in college” (p. 34).  Although little is known about the similarities and differences in 
college experiences and factors associated with one-year persistence across multiple levels of 
parental education, past research has assumed that even limited experiences in college could 
translate into different experiences in college (Soria & Stebleton, 2012; Toutkoushian, 2015).  
The following section summarizes literature related to academic and social experiences 
associated with one-year persistence and findings for first-generation students. 
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Academic Experiences  
College development and retention models frequently refer to academic experiences and 
integration as essential factors associated with student persistence (Astin, 1977; Tinto, 1993).  
Academic experiences include factors inside and outside of the classroom such as academic self-
efficacy, academic behaviors such as study habits and interactions with faculty and peers outside 
of class.  These factors are thought to influence academic integration, or their perception of their 
intellectual or academic "goodness of fit" (Bean & Eaton, 2000) and student’s decisions to 
withdraw or persist (Flynn, 2014; Tinto, 2012; Ward, et al., 2012).  Academic self-efficacy, 
academic behaviors and involvement, and academic integration are discussed in the following 
sections. 
Academic self-efficacy.  Academic self-efficacy, or the personal judgments of one’s 
capability to successfully complete academic tasks and attain educational goals, (Bandura, 1977; 
Zimmerman, 1995) influences how students engage on campus and rates of persistence 
(Bandura, 1977; Bean & Eaton, 2000; Chemers, Hu, & Garcia, 2001; Lent, Brown, & Larkin, 
1987; Multon, Brown, & Lent, 1991).  Students who have high levels of academic self-efficacy 
are more likely to be academically engaged, take on challenging tasks and difficult coursework, 
and persevere in challenging situations (Bandura, 1977; Zimmerman, 1995).  Researchers have 
suggested that academic self-efficacy and resilience can be developed in students to mediate 
adverse circumstances, such as efforts to improve rates of persistence for first-generation 
students (Waxman, Gray, & Padron, 2003).  
Some researchers have indicated that students’ academic self-efficacy beliefs from the 
first semester of college are not associated with academic performance or student outcomes and 
that measures are more accurate and predictive of GPA and student persistence after the first 
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semester on campus (Gore, 2006; Kahn & Nauta, 2001; Multon, Brown, & Lent, 1991).  This 
finding is particularly noteworthy as one limitation of this study is that measures of self-efficacy 
will be collected during the first semester of college.  
Researchers have identified that academic-self efficacy is associated with first-generation 
student’s academic performance and persistence (Vuong, Brown-Welty, & Tracz, 2010) and that 
they tend to report significantly lower self-efficacy beliefs than their peers (Soria & Stebleton, 
2012; Wang & Casteneda-Sound, 2008; Ward, et al., 2012).  These findings align with those of 
Bui (2002) who noted that first-generation students perceived that they had to study more often 
than peers and those of Jenkins, Miyazaki and Janosik (2009) who identified that first-generation 
students reported less confidence in their academic ability and were more likely to have 
expectations that they would need to take remedial coursework.  These researchers also noted 
that even though first-generation students exhibited less confidence in their ability to be 
successful, they were also less likely to ask questions or seek assistance from faculty or 
university support staff.  Similarly, in their study of factors associated with retention of first-
generation students, Pratt, and colleagues (2017) found that first-generation students expected to 
experience academic difficulty and lacked confidence in their ability to persevere.   
Literature has identified that first-generation students tend to report lower levels of 
academic self-efficacy, which is thought to influence their academic integration and lower rates 
of one-year persistence.  Considering evidence of differences in academic self-efficacy between 
first-generation and non-first-generation students and the importance of this factor to the 
outcome of interest, one-year persistence, this factor was included in the study.   
Academic behaviors.  Literature frequently emphasized the relationship between 
students’ behaviors such as class attendance and participation, interactions with faculty, study 
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habits, use of campus academic support, and academic integration (Astin, 1993; Tinto, 1993, 
2012; Upcraft & Gardner, 1989).  Astin (1993), reported that after peer influence, interaction 
with faculty was the greatest predictor of student development outcomes such as GPA, 
satisfaction with college, completion, graduating with honors, and enrollment in graduate or 
professional programs and that the frequency and time that students spent interacting with 
faculty had a positive effect on student outcomes.  Upcraft and Gardner (1989) noted that first-
year students who were able to name a faculty or staff member that they could contact for 
assistance were more than twice as likely to return for the second-year.  Similarly, Tinto (2012) 
indicated that the experiences and interactions that students have in the academic environment 
influence students’ perceptions of the value and worth of their college experience, and 
persistence decisions. 
 Prior literature indicated that first-generation students were less likely to be academically 
engaged and exhibit the academic behaviors associated with academic integration and one-year 
persistence (Davis, 2012; Engle & Tinto, 2008; Jenkins, et al., 2009; Lundberg, Schreiner, 
Hovaguimian, & Miller, 2007; Pratt, et al., 2017; Soria & Stebleton, 2012; Ward, et al., 2012; 
Woosley & Shepler, 2011).  Several researchers have noted that first-generation students tend to 
have poor study habits and spend significantly less time studying than peers (Pascarella, Pierson, 
Wolniak, & Terenzini, 2003; Soria & Stebleton, 2012; Terenzini, et al., 1996).  In their study of 
first-generation students’ academic engagement and retention, Soria and Stebleton (2012) found 
that students whose parents had less than a bachelor’s degree were significantly less likely to be 
academically engaged in their first-year including contributing to class discussions, asking 
questions in class, bringing up ideas or concepts, and interacting with faculty during class.  In 
their study of the early integration students of first-generation college students Woosley and 
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Shepler (2011) found that in addition to the student’s commitment to higher education, academic 
behaviors such as paying attention in class and taking good notes were associated with first-
generation students’ academic integration.  Lohfink and Paulsen (2005) indicated that academic 
engagement, emphasizing the frequency of interactions with faculty, was associated with first to 
the second-year persistence of first-generation students but was unrelated to persistence for non-
first-generation students. Contrary to frequently cited college impact literature (Astin, 1993; 
Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005), Padgett and colleagues, (2012) found that interactions with 
faculty had a negative influence on first-generation students’ development and psychological 
well-being.  These findings are consistent with other suggestions that first-generation students 
are less likely to perceive faculty as concerned for student development (Terenzini, et al., 1996), 
and are more likely to feel intimidated by faculty (Nichols & Islas, 2016).  
Extensive literature has identified differences between first-generation students and their 
peers regarding academic behaviors such as participating in class, interacting with faculty, and 
study habits.  Researchers have found several differences in the academic behaviors of first-
generation students and their peers and that these factors are associated with academic 
integration and rates of persistence from the first to the second-year.  Given these differences and 
the importance of academic behaviors to one-year persistence, this study addressed these factors. 
Academic integration.  The literature indicated that first-generation students tend to 
have different academic experiences than non-first-generation students and that these differences 
influence academic integration and rates of one-year persistence (Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; 
Nunez & Cuccaro-Alamin, 1998; Soria & Gorny, 2012; Soria & Stebleton, 2012).  Nunez & 
Cuccaro-Alamin (1998) investigated students’ academic involvement and adjustment, taking into 
consideration different levels of parental education.  These researchers found that students whose 
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parents did not have any college experience showed lower levels of academic adjustment than 
their peers and students whose parents had some college were more likely than those whose 
parents had no postsecondary education to have a high academic integration score.  In their study 
of first-year first-generation students, Lohfink and Paulsen (2005) found that academic 
adjustment was associated with one-year persistence and that these students were at risk of early 
departure due to transition and adjustment challenges.   
Social Experiences 
Student persistence literature frequently emphasized the importance of student 
involvement outside of the classroom and interactions with peers for students’ social integration 
(Astin, 1993; Upcraft & Gardner, 1989) and one-year persistence (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  
Social experiences refer to connections with peers, participation in student organizations and 
extracurricular activities, and interactions in the campus environment that support social 
integration and sense of belonging (Flynn, 2014; Tinto, 2012).  Social integration refers to the 
student’s perception of their “fit” socially within the institution and satisfaction with their social 
life (Bean & Eaton, 2000; Bean & Metzner, 1985).  “Social integration occurs when a student 
develops relationships with peers, faculty, and others on campus” (Ward, et al., 2012, p.75).  
According to Tinto (2012), the likelihood of a student persisting from the first to the second-year 
and beyond requires the student to perceive that they belong to at least one community in which 
they find meaningful.  Students who lack social involvement tend to experience social isolation, 
leading to withdrawal from college (Tinto, 2012).   
Pascarella and colleagues (2004) found that first-generation students participated in fewer 
extracurricular activities and had fewer interactions with peers.  In their study of students whose 
parents had no college experience, those who had some college experience, and those who had 
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completed a four-year degree or higher, Nunez and Cuccaro-Alamin (1998) found that as 
parental education increased, the likelihood of high levels of social integration also increased.  
These researchers attributed lower levels of social integration for students whose parents had less 
postsecondary education to differences in priorities including work and family responsibilities, as 
well as cultural differences such as the perceived value of campus involvement.  Stebleton, 
Soria, and Huesman (2014) studied first-generation students’ college adjustment and found that 
it was associated with a sense of belonging and overall wellbeing.  Students who had a greater 
sense of belonging on campus reported lower rates of feeling stressed, depressed or upset and 
greater satisfaction with their college experience.  
Peer interactions.  Formal interactions with peers through participation in student 
organizations and extracurricular activities as well as informal interactions with peers such as 
those that take place in campus residence halls and attending social events, are associated with 
students’ social integration and rates of one-year persistence (Astin, 1993; Bean & Metzner, 
1985; Hausmann, Schofield, & Woods, 2007; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Upcraft & Gardner, 
1989).  According to Astin (1993), peer interactions help students to adjust to the campus 
culture, develop a sense of belonging and support their satisfaction with the institution.  Upcraft 
& Gardner (1989) highlighted the importance of developing close friendships within the first 
month of college to support individuals in separating from home, establishing new norms and 
behaviors, and developing a sense of belonging on campus.  Similarly, Woosley (2003) 
emphasized the importance of early social experience for first-year students finding that students 
who reported that they made friends and were satisfied with their social life within the first three 
weeks of their first year of college were more likely to complete a degree within five years than 
others were.  Tinto (2012) indicated that lack of involvement with peers in the first year of 
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college is likely to lead to social isolation, a prominent factor in withdrawal before the second-
year.  
First-generation students are less likely than their peers to be engaged in social 
experiences and with their peers, which is thought to contribute to lower levels of social 
integration (Billson & Terry, 1982; Engle & Tinto, 2008; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Nunez & 
Cuccaro-Alamin, 1998; Pascarella, et al., 2004; Woosley & Shepler, 2011) and lower rates of 
student persistence (Billson & Terry, 1982; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Pratt, et al., 2017; 
Terenzini, et al., 1996).  Differences in first-generation and non-first-generation students’ social 
engagement is often attributed the tendency of first-generation students to live and work off 
campus, resulting in fewer opportunities to interact with others (Billson & Terry, 1982; Nunez & 
Cuccaro-Alamin, 1998; Pratt, et al., 2017; Stephens, et al., 2012; Terenzini, et al., 1996: 
Warburton, et al., 2001).   
In one of the earliest studies of first-generation students’ integration and persistence, 
Billson and Terry (1982) conducted a quantitative study of 700 students enrolled at one 
residential private liberal arts institution or one primarily commuter public liberal arts college.  
Findings indicated that first-generation students’ tendency to live off-campus, lower rates of 
involvement in campus organizations, and an increased likelihood of meeting their best friends at 
work rather than on-campus, were related to lower degrees of social integration.  According to 
Terenzini and colleagues (1996), first-generation students’ lower rates of persistence and 
completion can largely be attributed to lower levels of student engagement.  Though they are less 
likely to be engaged, some researchers have found that first-generation students experience 
greater benefits from social involvement than their peers, suggesting that social experiences may 
serve as a vehicle for developing social capital and sense of belonging on campus (Kuh, et al., 
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2008; Padgett, et al., 2012; Pascarella, et al., 2004; Ward, et al., 2014).  However, in their study 
of factors associated with one-year persistence for first-generation and non-first-generation 
students, Lohfink & Paulsen (2005) found that participating in school clubs was positively 
related to persistence for non-first-generation students, but not for first-generation students.  
These researchers suggested that campus clubs may better align with the values and priorities of 
non-first-generation students.   
Considering the importance of peer involvement to one-year persistence and the 
inconsistencies in the literature regarding first-generation students’ peer involvement, this factor 
is relevant and was included in this study.  
Sense of belonging.  Sense of belonging refers to the students’ perception of social 
support and connection to others on campus through formal and informal interactions (Strayhorn, 
2012; Tovar, Simon, & Lee, 2009).  Researchers have indicated that the greater a student’s sense 
of belonging, the greater their likelihood of success and that sense of belonging can be enhanced 
through positive interactions with peers and involvement on campus that promotes the student 
feeling valued, needed, or that they are contributing to the community (Lynch, Chickering & 
Schlossberg, 1989; Stebleton, Soria, & Huseman, 2014; Strayhorn, 2012).  First-generation 
students tend to report less sense of belonging than their peers (Pratt, et al., 2017; Soria & Gorny, 
2012; Stebleton, Soria, & Huseman, 2014; Woosley & Shepler, 2011).  Stebleton, Soria, & 
Huseman (2014) found that the sense of belonging of first-generation students was significantly 
lower than non-first-generation students and that sense of belonging was associated with student 
integration, persistence, and degree completion.   
Satisfaction.  How students perceive their college experience and their satisfaction with 
the institution is thought to predict outcomes such as academic performance, sense of belonging, 
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and student persistence (Astin 1993; Fischer, 2007; Machado, Brites, Magalhaes & Sa, 2011; 
Schreiner & Nelson, 2013).  Astin (1993) indicated that students’ satisfaction is associated with 
precollege attributes, experiences in college and directly influences outcomes such as GPA and 
student persistence.  In a study of minority students’ adjustment to college, Fischer (2007) found 
that high school GPA was associated with satisfaction with the institution indicating that students 
who were underprepared academically were less satisfied with their college experience, 
attributed to their academic challenges.  Also, social adjustment, specifically formal and informal 
interactions with peers, was associated with students’ satisfaction with the institution.   
In their study of the early experiences of first-year, first-generation students, Woosley & 
Shepler (2011) found that student’s expected involvement, level of commitment, and the campus 
environment, specifically on-campus residence, were associated with satisfaction with the 
institution.  Similarly, Lohfink and Paulsen (2005) indicated that satisfaction was an indicator of 
social adjustment and was positively related to persistence for both first-generation students and 
their peers. 
According to Schreiner & Nelson (2013), students’ satisfaction was influenced by the 
degree to which the college experience aligned with their expectations.  Jenkins and colleagues 
(2009) indicated that differences in first-generation students’ home and college environments 
and challenges adjusting to the environment was associated with lower ratings of satisfaction.  
Literature supports that students’ ratings of their satisfaction with the institution is an indicator of 
social integration and is associated with rates of persistence for first-generation students and non-
first-generation students.  Given these findings, a measure of students’ satisfaction with the 
institution was included in the study. 
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First-Generation Student One-Year Persistence 
Extensive literature has indicated that first-generation students differ from peers in their 
background characteristics, first-year experiences and integration (Billson & Terry, 1982; Bui, 
2002; Chen & Carroll, 2005; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005: Pratt, et al., 2017; Terenzini, et al., 
1996).  These differences have been linked to gaps in achievement including lower rates of one-
year persistence for first-generation students (Billson & Terry, 1982; Chen, 2005; Choy, 2001; 
Engle & Tinto, 2008; Ishitani, 2006; Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Nunez & Cuccaro-Alamin, 1998; 
Pratt, et al., 2017; Prospero & Gupta, 2007; Saenz, et al., 2007; Soria & Stebleton, 2012; 
Terenzini, et al., 1996; Warburton, Bugarin, & Nunez, 2001).  For example, Choy (2001) found 
that compared to peers, students whose parents had not attended college were twice as likely to 
leave before their second-year, and Engle and Tinto (2008) indicated that low-income, first-
generation students were approximately four times more likely to leave before the second-year.  
In their study of first-generation students’ academic engagement and persistence, Soria and 
Stebleton (2012) found that students whose highest level of parental education was less than a 
four-year degree were associated with a 45% decrease in the odds of returning the second-year.   
Lohfink and Paulsen (2005) conducted a robust study of the factors associated with first 
to second-year persistence for first-generation and non-first-generation students.  Results 
indicated that first-generation students were significantly less likely than their peers to persist to 
the second-year and several factors were associated with persistence for one group, but not the 
other.  For example, race/ethnicity, family income, gender, and academic integration were 
associated with persistence for first-generation students, but not for non-first-generation students.  
Also noteworthy, social integration was associated with one-year persistence of non-first-
generation students only.  Factors associated with one-year persistence for all students included 
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academic performance, educational aspirations, amount of work-study aid, and satisfaction with 
social life.   
Though the majority of the literature indicated that first-generation students were 
significantly less likely to return for the second year of college compared to their peers, some 
studies reported conflicting results.  For instance, results from a study comparing the one-year 
persistence of first-generation and non-first-generation students at one large highly diverse 
public institution, indicated that although first-generation students were less likely to return for 
the second year, the difference was not significant (D’Amico & Dika, 2013).  Ishitani (2017) 
studied the longitudinal attrition behavior of first-generation students. Contrary to his previous 
findings (2006), results indicated that the proportion of first-generation and non-first-generation 
students that withdrew after the first-year did not differ significantly and first-generation students 
were most likely to withdraw during their second-year of college at significantly higher rates 
than their peers.  However, as Lohfink & Paulsen (2005) found, academic integration was more 
important to first-generation students than social integration in the first year.  Considering that 
the literature emphasized the importance of the first year of college for first-generation students 
and some inconsistencies in findings, one-year persistence is an appropriate outcome for this 
study.  
Summary 
The literature review identified significant differences between first-generation and non-
first-generation students that are associated with the outcome of interest for this study, one-year 
persistence.  Although the literature informs understanding of similarities and differences 
between first-generation and non-first-generation students, little is known about how students 
compare across multiple levels of parental education.  Considering that research informs practice 
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and the programs intended to support first-generation students, differentiating the characteristics, 
experiences, and outcomes among subgroups of first-generation students could enhance 
understanding of first-generation students and potentially lead to the development of targeted 
supports to promote success.   
This study aimed to fill a gap in the literature by examining first-year transition survey 
variables and the factors associated with one-year persistence for first-year students grouped by 
multiple parental education levels.  As Lohfink (2005) noted, “A better understanding of 
differences in the first-to-second year persistence behaviors of first-generation students could 
lead to targeted programs and policies to promote the success of first-generation students” (p. 
409).  
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CHAPTER 3.    METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to examine similarities and differences in student 
characteristics, first-year experiences, and one-year persistence for students across multiple 
parental education levels.  This study used first-year transition survey data from two public 
universities in the Midwest of the United States to identify the characteristics, experiences, and 
one-year persistence of students divided by four levels of parental education including (a) high 
school diploma or less, (b) some college, (c) completed an associate’s degree; and (d) bachelor’s 
degree or higher.  The Iowa State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) determined that 
oversight was not necessary for this study because it used de-identified secondary data.  
Methodological Approach 
This study used a quantitative approach in which measures in the form of numerical 
survey data were analyzed using statistical procedures to examine the relationship among 
variables (Creswell, 2013).  Quantitative research is appropriate when the research questions 
require the researcher to (a) measure variables, (b) assess the impact of these variables on an 
outcome, (c) test theories or broad explanations, (d) apply results to a large number of people 
(Creswell, 2012).   
Philosophical Worldview 
According to Creswell (2013), researchers should address the “worldview” assumptions 
that they bring to the study, involving the intersection of philosophy, research designs, and 
specific methods, to explain the approach to research.  This study was designed from a 
postpositivist approach.  Postpositivists test theories to assess the causes that are thought to affect 
outcomes.  This approach is based on numeric measures of observation and behaviors (Creswell, 
2013).  According to Creswell “The accepted approach to research by postpositivists--a 
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researcher begins with a theory, collects data that either supports or refutes the theory and then 
makes necessary revisions and conducts additional tests” (2013, p. 7).  Key assumptions of this 
position include (Creswell, 2013): (a) research is always imperfect, and absolute truth can never 
be found; (b) data shapes knowledge and understanding; (c) research aims to explain a 
phenomenon or relationship of interest; (d) researcher objectivity is essential. 
Researcher Positionality 
The perspectives of researchers, methodologies and questions chosen, and interpretation 
of findings are influenced by prior knowledge and experiences (Foote & Bartell, 2011).  
Researcher positionality acknowledges the personal identities that may influence researcher 
viewpoints.  For this study, the researcher’s interest in this subject and interpretation of the 
findings is influenced by personal experiences as a first-generation college student and 
professional experiences employed at one of the institutions where the data for this study was 
collected.  
The researcher is a white, female, who experienced many of the challenges attributed to 
first-generation college students.  She was raised by a single mother whose highest level of 
education was an associate’s degree and began college at a public four-year institution unfamiliar 
with the culture and expectations.  These personal experiences in college influenced the decision 
to undertake this research and the study design.  Considering that the researcher has lived 
experiences as a first-generation college student, the findings and recommendations reflect 
potentially related biases.   
Population and Sample  
Data for this study were collected from first-year first-time students at two public four-
year institutions in one Midwestern state who completed the Mapworks Transition Survey 
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(Mapworks, n.d.).  The Mapworks survey is electronically administered to all first-year first-time 
students in the first nine weeks of the fall semester at both institutions.  One institution was 
defined by the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education (2015) as a highly 
residential liberal arts institution with a very high undergraduate enrollment profile.  The data 
used from this institution was collected from fall 2010 through fall 2015.  The other institution 
was classified as primarily residential with very high research activity and a high undergraduate 
enrollment profile.  The data used from this institution was collected fall 2011 through 2016.  
The survey response rates were between 70 to 95% and varied by institution and term.  A sample 
size of 31,937 was obtained. 
Data Collection and Instrument  
This study used Mapworks Transition Survey (TS) data (Skyfactor, n.d.) and institutional 
data collected at two public four-year institutions.  Institutional data was used to account for 
student background characteristics, academic preparation, and one-year student persistence.  
Mapworks data was used to measure first-year experiences, integration and highest level of 
parental education.  Institutional data was matched with Mapworks TS data using unique student 
identification numbers by each institution before it was available for analysis.   
The Mapworks TS uses predictive analytics to identify students who are at-risk of 
experiencing adjustment issues that are associated with student attrition (Skyfactor, 2016).  This 
instrument also collects self-reported demographic data including parents’ highest level of 
education.  Because the institutions have limited information regarding parents’ level of 
education, this assessment relied on the student’s self-reported data from the Mapworks TS for 
this measure.  In addition to information regarding parent’s education, the emphasis on common 
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transition issues and factors that are often noted as disadvantages for first-generation students 
make the Mapworks TS valuable for this study.  
The Mapworks TS is empirically grounded in research related to student adjustment to 
college, student engagement, and college student development (Skyfactor, 2016).  According to 
Skyfactor (2016) the survey incorporates theoretical contributions from Tinto’s (1993) theory of 
attrition, Astin’s (1993) theory of involvement, Chickering’s (1993) seven vectors of college 
student development, as well as other relevant research including institutional commitment 
(Bean & Eaton, 2000; Braxton, Hirschy & McClendon, 2004), academic self-efficacy (Bandura, 
1997), socialization and effort (Pascarella, 1985), and student expectations (Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 1992; Kuh, Gonyea, and Williams, 2005; Miller, Bender, Schuh, & Associate’s, 
2005).   
The Mapworks TS contains approximately 150 survey items that measure factors related 
to common transition and adjustment issues that are associated with student persistence such as 
institutional commitment, study habits and academic behaviors, social connectedness, 
homesickness, and sense of belonging (Skyfactor, 2016).  Survey questions are grouped into 
three types: categorical, numerical, and scaled.  Categorical questions offer possible responses 
grouped by category such as questions that ask about place of residence or parents’ highest level 
of education.  Numerical questions ask for information such as the amount of time spent per 
week studying or working.  Scaled questions include responses on a Likert-type scale ranging 
from 1 to 7 where "1" typically represents very dissatisfied or not at all, and "7" represents very 
satisfied or extremely (Skyfactor, 2016).  Because this study included data collected over several 
years and some survey questions were only included in early or more recent versions of the 
survey, some measures were not included in the study.  For example, questions regarding 
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academic resilience were added after 2010, the first year of data for this study, so this measure 
was not included in the study.  
According to Skyfactor (2016), empirical investigations are conducted continuously to 
ensure validity and reliability in a variety of campus environments.  Face validity is determined 
by a team of experts in the field to confirm that the survey instrument is measuring what it claims 
it does, that it measures the most important attributes and attitudes, and the questions are worded 
appropriately.  Additionally, Skyfactor conducts both exploratory and confirmatory factor 
analysis to reduce the survey questions to 21 statistical groupings or factors.  Skyfactor 
calculates Cronbach's alpha reliability scores to ensure internal consistency of the scales 
(Skyfactor, 2016).  For example, Cronbach's Alpha reliability scores from the Fall 2014 
Transition survey for one institution ranged from .69 to .93 (Skyfactor, 2016), indicating good 
factor reliability (Urdan, 2016).  Because the reliability and validity have been rigorously tested 
on populations similar to students at the institutions for this study, the factors established by 
Mapworks were used for this study.  The Mapworks TS variables that contribute to each factor 
and the factor reliability scores can be found in Appendix A. 
Variables 
Dependent Variable  
The dependent variable for this study is one-year student persistence.  One-year student 
persistence is measured according to continuous fall-to-fall term enrollment.  
Independent Variables  
The independent variables in this study included student entry characteristics and first-
year experiences.  They are illustrated in Table 3.1. 
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The independent variables in this study included student entry characteristics  and first-
year experiences (institution type, major, housing, educational aspirations, institutional 
commitment, degree commitment, financial confidence, study hours, basic academic behaviors, 
advanced academic behaviors, academic self-efficacy, self-rated communication skills, self-rated 
analytical skills, self-rated self-discipline, self-rated time management, academic integration, 
work hours, peer connections, social integration, and satisfaction).  The variables are illustrated 
in Table 3.1.  
Student characteristics.  Student background variables obtained from institutional data 
included age, race, gender, high school GPA, composite ACT, residency, and hometown zip 
code.  Hometown zip codes were used to determine hometown locale.  Hometown locale is 
determined by the size of the population and distance from an urbanized area (Geverdt, 2015).   
Table 3.1. Variables in the study 
 
Category   Variable Name   Scale 
     
Student characteristics 
 Age  Continuous     
 
Race 
 
1=Unknown, 2=Hispanic of any 
race, 3=American Indian/Alaskan 
Native, 4=Asian, 5=African 
American/Black, 6=Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, 
7=White, 8=Two or more 
    
 Gender  0=Female, 1=Male     
 High school GPA  Continuous     
 Composite ACT  Continuous     
 Residency  0=Out-of-state, 1=In-state     
 
Hometown 
 
1=City, 2=Suburb, 3=Town, 
4=Rural 
          
Student experiences: 
enrollment characteristics 
 Institution type  0=M1, 1=R1     
 Major  0=non-STEM, 1=STEM     
 Housing  0=off-campus, 1=on-campus  
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Table 3.1 (continued) 
 
    
 
Educational aspirations 
 
0=Don't know or undecided, 1=1 to 
2-year certificate, 2=Associates 
degree, 3=Bachelor's degree, 
4=Master's degree, 5=Ph.D., M.D., 
or other professional degree 
    
 
Institutional commitment 
 
1=Not at all, 4=Moderately, 
7=Extremely, 99=Not applicable     
 
Degree commitment 
 
1=Not at all, 4=Moderately, 
7=Extremely, 99=Not applicable     
 
Financial confidence 
 
1=Not at all, 4=Moderately, 
7=Extremely, 99=Not applicable 
          
Student experiences: 
academic experiences 
  Study hours   Continuous     
 
Basic academic behaviors 
 
1=Not at all, 4=Half of the time, 
7=Always, 99=Not applicable     
 
Advanced academic behaviors 
 
1=Not at all, 4=Half of the time, 
7=Always, 99=Not applicable     
 
Academic self-efficacy 
 
1=Not at all, 4=Moderately, 
7=Absolutely Certain, 99=Not 
applicable     
 
Self-rated communication skills 
 
1=Very Poor, 3=Fair, 7=Excellent, 
99=Not applicable     
 
Self-rated analytical skills 
 
1=Very Poor, 3=Fair, 7=Excellent, 
99=Not applicable     
 
Self-rated self-discipline 
 
1=Very Poor, 3=Fair, 7=Excellent, 
99=Not applicable     
 
Self-rated time management 
 
1=Very Poor, 3=Fair, 7=Excellent, 
99=Not applicable     
  
Academic integration 
  
1=Not at all, 4=Moderately, 
7=Extremely, 99=Not applicable      
Student experiences:    
social experiences 
 
Work hours 
 
0=None, 1=1 to 5 hours, 2=6 to 10 
hours, 3=11 to 15 hours, 4=16 to 20 
hours, 5= More than 20 hours 
    
 
Peer connections 
 
1=Not at all, 4=Moderately, 
7=Extremely, 99=Not applicable     
 
Social integration 
 
1=Not at all, 4=Moderately, 
7=Extremely, 99=Not applicable     
  
Satisfaction 
  
1=Not at all, 4=Moderately, 
7=Extremely, 99=Not applicable 
 
Student self-reported data from the Mapworks TS supplemented institutional data to 
measure the highest level of parental education.  From 2010 to 2014 the Mapworks TS included 
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questions about both mother’s highest level of education and father’s highest level of education.  
The variable for parental education was created by combining these variables to reflect the 
highest level of education of either parent for survey data from 2010-2014.  These survey 
questions changed in 2015.  For data collected in 2015-2016, students answered one question 
regarding the highest level of education of either parent.  The data from 2015-2016 was compiled 
with the computed variable for parental education for data collected in 2010-2014 to create one 
variable for parental education across the entire sample that divided students into four levels of 
parental education: (a) high school diploma or less = 0; (b) some college = 1; (c) associate’s 
degree = 2; or (d) bachelor’s degree or higher.  In the 2015 and 2016 survey, students indicated 
the highest level of education achieved by either parent, so no adjustments were needed.  
Participants who responded with “don’t know or not applicable” or “prefer not to answer” for 
both mother’s and father’s highest level of education (years 2010-2014) or the highest level of 
education of either parent (2015-2016) were omitted from analysis.  
Enrollment characteristics.  Enrollment characteristics were measured by three 
variables obtained from institutional data including institution type, major (non-STEM or 
STEM), housing (off or on-campus) and four Mapworks TS factors including educational 
aspirations, institutional commitment, degree commitment, and financial confidence.  
 Academic experiences.  Academic experiences were measured by 31 questions that 
contribute to the Mapworks TS factors of academic self-efficacy, basic academic behaviors, 
advanced academic behaviors, self-rated communication skills, self-rated analytical skills, self-
rated self-discipline, self-rated time management, and academic integration.  The variables 
associated with each factor are on a seven-point Likert scale from 1, “not at all” to 7, 
“Extremely” and will be treated as interval data.  According to Creswell (2012), this type of 
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Likert scale has theoretically equal intervals and it is acceptable practice to treat this data as 
interval rather than ordinal data.  Examples include variables such as “To what degree are you 
certain that you can do well on all problems and tasks assigned in your courses”; “To what 
degree are you the type of person who attends class”; “To what degree are you the type of person 
who participates in class”; “To what degree are you the type of person who studies on a regular 
schedule”; and “Overall, to what degree are you satisfied with your academic life on campus”. 
 Social experiences.  Social experiences were measured by eight variables that contribute 
to three Mapworks TS factors including peer connections, satisfaction, and social integration.  
Examples include variables such as “On this campus, to what degree are you connecting with 
people who include you in their activities”; "To what degree do you think about going home all 
the time"; "Overall, to what degree: Would you choose this institution again if you had to do it 
over?” and “Overall, to what degree: Do you belong here”.  The responses associated with each 
factor are on a seven-point Likert scale from 1, “not at all” to 7, “Extremely” and will be treated 
as interval data.  According to Creswell (2012), this type of Likert scale has theoretically equal 
intervals and it is acceptable practice to treat this data as interval rather than ordinal data.  
Data Analysis 
 Data analysis will be conducted using SPSS 24.0 to address the following research 
questions.  
R1. How do first-year students compare in student characteristics, college experiences, and 
one-year persistence across parental education levels?  
Research question one was addressed by descriptive analysis including mean scores, 
standard deviations and percentage comparisons of students across four levels of parental 
education.  One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to identify significant differences 
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among groups.  One-way ANOVA is appropriate to determine if there are significant differences 
in mean scores between multiple independent groups on a given continuous or scaled variable 
(Urdan, 2016).  When statistically significant differences were found, Tukey’s post hoc test was 
used to determine which groups differed from each other significantly.  Post hoc tests are 
appropriate to compare each group mean to each other group mean to determine if there are 
significantly different while controlling for the number of group comparisons made (Urdan, 
2016).  The value of the F statistic, degrees of freedom, and the significance value were reported 
as well as the mean score for each group.   
R2. What factors are associated with one-year student persistence for students whose 
highest level of parental education is a high school diploma?  
In response to research question two, binary sequential logistic regression was used to 
identify the factors associated with student persistence for students whose highest level of 
parental education is a high school diploma.  Binary logistic regression is appropriate when the 
dependent variable is dichotomous, and the goal of the analysis is to correctly predict the 
category of the outcome for individual cases from a set of independent variables (Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 2013).  This type of analysis determines the relationship between the dependent variable, 
one-year persistence (Y) and the predictor variables (X1, X2…Xk).  Logistic regression assumes 
that the value of the dependent variable Y (1 or 0) has a corresponding probability that varies 
based on the value of the predictor variable(s) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).  This is expressed in 
the regression equation for this study: 
ln (one-year persistence) = β0+ βstudent characteristics1,2…17 + βcollege experiences1,2…16 
In the equation "ln" represents the logit or the natural logarithm of the odds ratio.  β0 represents 
the intercept parameter and β, the predictor variable coefficients (Mertler & Vannatta, 2010).   
61 
 
 
 
Three conditions should be addressed to use logistic regression: (a) ratio of cases to 
variables, (b) absence of multicollinearity, and (c) absence of outliers (Mertler & Vannatta, 
2010).  Sample sizes smaller than 60, and fewer than 20 cases per predictor variable may result 
in problems such as extremely large parameter estimates and standard errors or failure of 
convergence (Mertler & Vannatta, 2010).  The data were screened to ensure that the ratio of 
cases to variables exceeded 20.  Because logistic regression is sensitive to extremely high 
correlations among predictor variables, multicollinearity was addressed before the regression 
analysis by examining the correlation, tolerance statistics, and variance inflation factors for each 
of the independent variables.  A tolerance value less than 0.1 or a variance inflation factor greater 
than 10 is a sign of multicollinearity (Mertler & Vannatta, 2010).  Mahalanobis distance was 
used to identify outliers.  Mahalanobis distance identifies outliers on a combination of values on 
two or more variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).  Because logistic regression is sensitive to 
missing values, cases with missing values were omitted from the regression analysis.   
Goodness-of-fit measures (-2 Log Likelihood, AIC, Goodness-of-Fit, Model Chi-Square, 
pseudo R2, and classification of model accuracy) were used to achieve a parsimonious regression 
model.  In sequential logistic regression, the researcher specifies the order of entry of predictors 
into the model to determine if the model fit is improved with the addition of predictors 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).  Independent variables for the regression model were entered in the 
following sequence: (a) student characteristics, (b) college experiences (enrollment 
characteristics, academic experiences and social experiences), and (c) interaction effects (binary 
student characteristics).  In order to obtain a parsimonious model, variables that were found to be 
unrelated to the dependent variable or to contribute to the model fit were omitted from the final 
model (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).  
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The regression coefficients for model variables (B, S.E., Wald and Exp(B)) are provided.  
The unstandardized regression coefficient, B, represents the effect that the independent or 
predictor variable had on the dependent variable, one-year persistence.  S.E. represents the 
standard error of B.  The Wald statistic measures the significance of each variable in its 
contribution to the model.  The odds-ratio for each variable was represented by Exp(B) (Mertler 
& Vannatta, 2010).  
R3. What factors are associated with one-year student persistence for students whose 
highest level of parental education is some college?  
R4. What factors are associated with one-year student persistence for students whose 
highest level of parental education is an associate’s degree? 
R5. What factors are associated with one-year student persistence for students whose 
highest level of parental education is a bachelor’s degree or higher? 
Data analysis techniques to answer Research Questions 3-5 were similar to those 
described for Research Question 2, but for Research Question 3, the sample included students 
whose highest level of parental education was some college; Research Question 4 was conducted 
for students whose highest level of parental education was an associate’s degree, and Research 
Question 5 focused on students whose highest level of parental education was a bachelor’s 
degree or higher. 
Ethical Considerations 
 To protect the identity of participants, personal identifiers such as name and birthdate 
were removed from institutional and survey data before it was made available to the researcher 
for analysis.  Considering that this study will only use deidentified secondary data, the 
anonymity and rights of the participants were protected and respected (Rudestam & Newton, 
2014).  The Iowa State University Institutional Review Board (IRB) indicated that oversight of 
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this study was not necessary because deidentified secondary data will be used.  Data were 
maintained securely in password-protected computers.    
Limitations 
This study is not without limitations.  The Mapworks Transition Survey (TS) mainly 
involves self-reported data.  For example, data regarding parents’ highest level of education was 
reported from students rather than from the parent(s) directly or from institutional records.  As a 
result, we do not know who the students considered parents when completing the survey and 
should not assume that the students only considered biological parents as they may have included 
step-parents, guardians, or other parental figures.  Additionally, some participants chose not to 
answer all questions, or they may have provided inaccurate responses.  Second, the study 
population is limited to first-year first-time students.  The findings will not reflect the 
characteristics, experiences, or outcomes of transfer students or those beyond the first year in 
college.  
Third, the data were collected from two public universities located in one Midwest state, 
and the results may not generalize to urban, community college, or other university populations.  
The results and implications of this study are most applicable to colleges and universities that 
share similar demographic and geographic characteristics.   
Finally, the availability of some of the variables was not consistent among all years that 
the survey was administered (2010-2016) and thus were not included in the analyses.  For 
example, constructs for resilience and test anxiety were added to the survey after 2010 and were 
not included in the analysis.  Also, data provided regarding the mother’s highest level of 
education was not reported from Mapworks to one of the institutions in 2012.  Because this data 
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was necessary to calculate the highest level of parental education, data from 2012 for one 
institution was not included in the analysis. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study is to examine similarities and differences in student 
characteristics, first-year experiences, and one-year persistence across multiple parental 
education levels.  This study used first-year transition survey data from two public universities in 
the Midwest of the United States to identify the characteristics, experiences, and one-year 
persistence of students divided by four levels of parental education including (a) high school 
diploma or less, (b) some college, (c) completed an associate’s degree; and (d) bachelor’s degree 
or higher.  Although the literature informs understanding of similarities and differences between 
first-generation and non-first-generation students, little is known about how students compare 
across multiple levels of parental education.  Considering that research informs practice and the 
programs intended to support first-generation students, differentiating the characteristics, 
experiences, and one-year persistence for students across multiple levels of parental education 
extend our understanding first-generation students and could potentially lead to the development 
of targeted supports to promote success.   
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CHAPTER 4.    RESULTS 
The purpose of this study was to examine similarities and differences in characteristics, 
college experiences, and one-year persistence of students by highest level of parental education: 
(a) high school diploma or less; (b) some college; (c) associate’s degree; and (d) bachelor’s 
degree or higher.  The following section presents the detailed results according to the five 
research questions.  The first section addresses research question one regarding student 
characteristics, first-year experiences, and one-year persistence by describing each group and 
making comparisons between groups.  The sections that follow address research questions two 
through five and present the results of the logistic regressions regarding the factors associated 
with one-year persistence for each group.   
R1. How do first-year students compare in student characteristics, college experiences, and 
one-year persistence by highest level of parental education? 
Characteristics of the Sample.   
The sample of 31,931 first-year students was comprised of 63.1% (19,654) whose 
parents’ highest level of education was a bachelor’s degree or higher (BA), 9.5% (2,972) with an 
associate’s degree (AA), 10.6% (3,312) with some college (SC), and 16.8% (5,226) with no 
college (HS) experience.  Among the sample, the mean age was 18.18, and 97.9% were age 18 or 
19.  Slightly more than half of the sample were female (51.2%), and 84.5% (26,340) were White.  
Nearly 65% (20,191) of the sample was from a rural hometown locale, and 68% (21,188) were 
in-state residents.  Descriptive data are presented in tables 4.1 (categorical variables) and 4.2 
(continuous variables). 
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Table 4.1. Descriptive analysis (frequency) by highest level of parental education 
Variable n % n % n % n % n %
Age
17 or younger 543 1.7% 44 .8% 50 1.5% 37 1.2% 412 2.1%
18 or 19 30,515 97.9% 5,160 98.7% 3,250 98.1% 2,922 98.3% 19,183 97.6%
20 or older 106 .3% 22 .4% 12 .4% 13 .5% 59 .3%
Gender
Male 15,219 48.8% 2,071 39.6% 1,590 48.0% 1,352 45.5% 10,206 51.9%
Female 15,945 51.2% 3,155 60.4% 1,722 52.0% 1,620 54.5% 9,448 48.1%
Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic 1,277 4.1% 332 6.4% 158 4.8% 108 3.6% 679 3.5%
American Indian 
/Alaskan Native
56 .02% NA NA 9 .3% NA NA 36 .2%
Asian 794 2.5% 159 3.0% 76 2.3% 58 2.0% 501 2.5%
African-American 744 2.4% 155 3.0% 115 3.5% 71 2.4% 403 2.1%
Pacific Islander NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
White 26,340 84.5% 4,334 82.9% 2,717 82.0% 2,552 85.9% 16,737 85.2%
Two or more races 916 2.9% 171 3.3% 134 4.0% 85 2.9% 526 2.7%
Prefer not to respond 1,033 3.3% 67 1.3% 101 3.0% 93 3.1% 772 3.9%
Resident
In-state 21,188 68.0% 4,411 84.4% 2,385 72.0% 2,214 74.5% 12,178 62.0%
Out-of-state 9,976 32.0% 815 15.6% 927 28.0% 758 25.5% 7,476 38.0%
Locale
City 5,164 16.6% 966 18.5% 521 15.7% 367 12.3% 3,310 16.8%
Suburb 5,663 18.2% 550 10.5% 461 13.9% 365 12.3% 4,287 21.8%
Rural 20,191 64.8% 3,696 70.7% 2,311 69.8% 2,230 75.0% 11,954 60.8%
Missing 146 .5% 14 .3% 19 .6% 10 0.3% 103 0.5%
Institution type
M1 7,416 23.8% 3,510 67.2% 674 20.4% 623 21.0% 2,609 13.3%
R1 23,748 76.2% 1,716 32.8% 2,638 79.6% 2,349 79.0% 17,045 86.7%
Campus residence
On-campus 29,807 95.6% 4,955 94.8% 3,157 95.3% 2,862 96.3% 18,833 95.8%
Off-campus 1,357 4.4% 271 5.2% 155 4.7% 110 3.7% 821 4.2%
Major
STEM 15,168 48.7% 1,442 27.6% 1,621 48.9% 1,500 50.5% 10,605 54.0%
Non-STEM 15,796 50.7% 3,770 72.1% 1,676 50.6% 1,449 48.8% 8,901 45.3%
Missing 200 .6% 14 .3% 15 .5% 23 0.8% 148 0.8%
One-year persistence
Persisted 27,455 88.1% 4,380 83.8% 2,798 84.5% 2,587 87.0% 17,690 90.0%
Did not persist 3,709 11.9% 846 16.2% 514 15.5% 385 13.0% 1,964 10.0%
Some College 
(SC)
All 
participants
N = 31,931
100% 16.8% 10.6%
High School or 
less (HS)
n = 5,226 n = 3,312 
Bachelor's or 
higher (BA)
n = 19,654
63.1%
Associates 
Degree (AA)
n = 2,972
9.5%
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Table 4.2. Descriptive analysis (frequency) by highest level of parental education 
Variable Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Student Characteristics
Age 18.18 .46 18.32 .53 18.18 .51 18.17 .43 18.14 .43
Financial confidence 5.27 1.46 5.12 1.58 4.84 1.52 4.96 1.48 5.44 1.39
High school GPA 3.57 .37 3.50 .38 3.53 .37 3.56 .37 3.60 .38
Composite ACT 24.77 4.04 23.22 3.70 23.96 3.94 24.08 3.80 25.43 4.02
Educational aspirations 2.72 1.26 2.54 1.23 2.66 1.31 2.67 1.21 2.79 1.26
Degree commitment 6.74 .72 6.72 .78 6.69 .76 6.71 .75 6.75 .69
Institutional commitment 6.55 .82 6.48 .91 6.55 .82 6.59 .77 6.56 .80
College Experiences
Study hours 10.83 9.19 11.39 9.09 9.84 8.86 10.26 8.86 10.93 9.31
Basic academic 6.22 .71 6.39 .68 6.15 .75 6.19 .72 6.19 .71
Advanced academic 4.95 1.04 5.04 1.08 4.87 1.06 4.91 1.03 4.94 1.03
Academic self-efficacy 5.23 1.00 5.22 1.02 5.13 1.01 5.14 1.01 5.26 .99
Communication skills 5.15 1.09 5.08 1.078 5.08 1.312 5.07 1.072 5.19 1.081
Analytical skills 5.23 1.13 4.99 1.144 5.12 1.110 5.13 1.114 5.33 1.112
Self-discipline 5.86 .86 5.92 .850 5.87 .868 5.89 .830 5.86 .867
Time management 5.39 1.16 5.39 1.203 5.36 1.156 5.44 1.104 5.39 1.163
Academic integration 5.70 .97 5.72 .97 5.64 1.00 5.66 .97 5.71 .96
Work hours .59 1.24 .80 1.40 .76 1.41 .69 1.35 .49 1.14
Peer connections 5.59 1.30 5.54 1.35 5.51 1.37 5.54 1.30 5.62 1.27
Social integration 5.56 1.31 5.48 1.35 5.47 1.35 5.52 1.30 5.59 1.29
Satisfaction 5.89 1.07 5.83 1.11 5.86 1.10 5.92 1.03 5.90 1.06
All 
participants
High School       
or less (HS)
Some College 
(SC)
Bachelor's or 
Higher (BA)
Associates 
Degree (AA)
N = 31,931 n = 5,226 n = 3,312 n = 2,972 n = 19,654
 
Students Whose Highest Level of Parental Education was High School or Less   
The HS group, students whose parent’s highest level of education was high school or 
less, was 16.8% (5,226) of the sample.  The mean age was 18.32, and 98.7% were age 18 or 19.  
The HS group had the highest percentage of female students (60.4%) and Hispanic students, and 
a smaller percentage of White students (82.9%) compared to the full sample.  Compared to the 
full sample, a higher percentage of HS students were from a rural hometown locale (70.7%) and 
this group had the highest percentage of students from a city (18.5%) and in-state residents 
(84.4%).  
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Students Whose Highest Level of Parental Education Was Some College    
The SC group, students whose highest level of parental education was some college, was 
10.6% (3,312) of the sample.  The mean age was 18.18, and 98.1% were age 18 or 19.  
Compared to the full sample, slightly more students were female (52.0%).  The SC group had the 
smallest percentage of White students (82.0%) and the largest percentage of African-American 
students.  Compared to the total sample, a greater percentage of SC students were from a rural 
hometown (69.8%) and more students were in-state residents (72.0%).  
Students Whose Highest Level of Parental Education Was an Associate’s Degree  
The AA group, students whose highest level of parental education was an associate’s 
degree, was 9.5% (2,972) of the sample.  The mean age was 18.17, and 98.3% were age 18 or 19.  
Compared to the full sample, more students in this group were female (54.5%).  The AA group 
had the highest percentage of White students (85.9%) and students from a rural hometown 
(75.0%) compared to all other groups.  This group had the smallest percentage of students from a 
city and a smaller percentage of out-of-state students (75.0%) compared to the full sample.  
Students Whose Highest Level of Parental Education Was a Bachelor’s Degree or Higher   
The BA group, students whose highest level of parental education was a bachelor’s 
degree or higher, was 63.1% (19,654) of the sample.  The mean age was 18.14, and 97.6% were 
age 18 or 19.  This group had the smallest percentage of female students (48.1%) and a higher 
percentage of White students (85.2%) compared to the full sample.  Compared to all other 
groups, the BA group had the smallest percentage of students from a rural hometown (60.8%), 
the highest percentage of students from a suburb (21.8%) and the highest percentage of out-of-
state students (38.0%). 
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Differences and Similarities between Groups   
Results of the one-way ANOVA indicated significant differences between at least two 
groups in 27 of 28 comparisons.  The ANOVA table is presented in table 4.3.  The following 
section describes significant differences between each group.  
Table 4.3. One-way ANOVA results by highest level of parental education 
Variable Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD F Sig. 
Student Characteristics
Age 18.32b .489 18.18 .505 18.17 .431 18.14a .425 216.709 <.001
Race 16.0% .367 15.4% .361 11.4% .317 11.4% .317 35.793 <.001
Gender 60.4%b .530 52.0% .500 54.5% .498 48.1%a .500 89.670 <.001
High School GPA 3.50a .379 3.53 .375 3.56 .371 3.60b .376 115.487 <.001
Composite ACT 23.22a 3.703 23.96 3.940 24.08 3.797 25.43b 4.024 517.226 <.001
Residency 84.4%b .363 72.0% .449 74.5% .436 62.0%a .485 364.849 <.001
Hometown (Rural) 70.9% .454 70.2% .458 75.3%b .431 61.1% .487 129.909 <.001
College Experiences
Institution type 32.8%a .470 79.6% .403 79.0% .407 86.7%b .339 2820.272 <.001
STEM major 27.7%a .447 49.2% .500 50.9% .500 54.4%b .498 408.227 <.001
Housing 94.8% .222 95.3% .211 96.3% .189 95.8% .200 4.681 .003
Educational aspirations 2.54a 1.233 2.66 1.306 2.67 1.205 2.79b 1.256 61.650 <.001
Institutional commitment 6.48a .911 6.55 .821 6.59 .772 6.56 .796 16.012 <.001
Degree commitment 6.72 .777 6.69 .755 6.71 .750 6.75b .690 9.321 <.001
Financial confidence 5.12 1.578 4.84 1.515 4.96 1.479 5.44b 1.393 247.898 <.001
Study hours 11.39b 9.085 9.84 8.857 10.26 8.856 10.93 9.310 23.538 <.001
Basic academic 6.39b .682 6.15a .748 6.19 .716 6.19 .707 124.683 <.001
Advanced academic 5.04b 1.083 4.87 1.055 4.91 1.025 4.94 1.027 22.219 <.001
Academic self-efficacy 5.22 1.017 5.13 1.007 5.14 1.007 5.26 .987 25.833 <.001
Communication skills 5.08 1.078 5.08 1.312 5.07 1.072 5.19b 1.081 24.978 <.001
Analytical skills 4.99a 1.144 5.12 1.110 5.13 1.114 5.33b 1.112 149.990 <.001
Self-discipline 5.92 .850 5.87 .868 5.89 .830 5.86 .867 8.293 <.001
Time management 5.39 1.203 5.36 1.156 5.44 1.104 5.39 1.163 2.590 .051
Academic integration 5.72 .967 5.64 1.002 5.66 .967 5.71 .961 7.395 <.001
Work hours .80 1.398 .76 1.411 .69 1.351 .49 1.139 115.735 <.001
Peer connections 5.54 1.349 5.51 1.366 5.54 1.302 5.62b 1.272 10.940 <.001
Social integration 5.48 1.346 5.47 1.351 5.52 1.304 5.59b 1.294 16.117 <.001
Satisfaction 5.83 1.108 5.86 1.102 5.92 1.034 5.90 1.063 8.501 <.001
One-year persistence 83.8% .368 84.5% .362 87.0% .336 90.0%b .300 68.562 <.001
n = 5,226 n = 3,312 n = 2,972 n = 19,654
aSignificantly smaller than all other groups; bSignificantly larger than all other groups
High school or 
less (HS)
Some College 
(SC)
Associates 
Degree (AA)
Bachelors or 
Higher (BA)
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Comparisons with the BA or Higher Group   
One-way ANOVA was conducted to identify similarities and differences between groups.  
Students whose highest level of parental education was a bachelor’s degree or higher differed 
significantly from all other groups in 17 of 28 comparisons including a significantly lower 
percentage of female students, lower age, higher financial confidence, lower rural hometown, 
higher out-of-state residence, higher high school GPA, higher composite ACT, higher degree 
aspirations, higher percentage from a R1 institution type, higher percentage of STEM majors, 
higher degree commitment, lower average work hours per week, higher peer connections, and 
higher social integration.  This group also studied significantly more hours per week than 
students whose highest level of parental education was some college or associate’s degree and 
significantly less than students whose highest level of education was high school or less.  The 
BA group had a significantly greater percentage of students that persisted from the first to the 
second year compared to all other groups.  Comparisons between BA and other groups are 
presented in Table 4.4. 
Table 4.4. Significant differences between students whose highest level of parental education is a 
bachelor’s degree or higher and other groups 
  High school or less 
(HS) 
Some college      
(SC) 
Associates degree 
(AA) 
  n = 5,226 n = 3,312  n = 2,972 
Variable M M M 
Student Characteristics    
 Age 18.32 18.18 18.17 
 Race (non-white) 16.0% 15.4% --- 
 Gender  60.4% 52.0% 54.5% 
 High School GPA 3.50 3.53 3.56 
 Composite ACT 23.22 23.96 24.08 
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Table 4.4 (continued) 
     
 Residency (in-state) 84.4% 72.0% 74.5% 
 Hometown (rural) 70.9% 70.2% 75.3% 
College Experiences    
 Institution type (R1) 32.8% 79.6% 79.0% 
 Major (STEM) 27.7% 49.2% 50.9% 
 Housing (on-campus) 94.8% --- --- 
 Educational aspirations 2.54 2.66 2.67 
 Institutional commitment 6.48 6.55 6.59 
 Degree commitment 6.72 6.69 6.71 
 Financial confidence 5.12 4.84 4.96 
 Study hours 11.39 9.84 10.26 
 Basic academic 6.39 6.15 --- 
 Advanced academic 5.04 4.87 --- 
 Academic self-efficacy --- 5.13 5.14 
 Communication skills 5.08 5.08 5.07 
 Analytical skills 4.99 5.12 5.13 
 Self-discipline 5.92 --- --- 
 Time management --- --- --- 
 Academic integration --- 5.64 5.66 
 Work hours .80 .76 .69 
 Peer connections 5.54 5.51 5.54 
 Social integration 5.48 5.47 5.52 
 Satisfaction 5.83 --- --- 
 One-year persistence 83.8% 84.5% 87.0% 
Note.  Mean value provided for significant comparisons.  Bold denotes that the BA 
group was significantly greater.  Non-bold denotes the BA group was significantly 
less. 
 
The BA group differed from at least one other group in nine of the remaining 10 
comparisons.  The only factor that the BA group was similar to all other groups was time 
management.  This group had a significantly smaller percentage of non-White students compared 
to students whose highest level of parental education was high school or less (HS) or some 
college (SC) and higher institutional commitment compared to students from the HS group.  
Academic self-efficacy was significantly higher than students from the SC and AA groups.  This 
group had significantly lower basic and advanced academic behaviors compared to the HS group 
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but significantly higher than the SC group.  Academic integration was significantly higher than 
the SC and AA groups.  A significantly larger percentage of students from the BA or higher 
group lived on-campus compared to the HS group and had significantly higher satisfaction than 
the HS group.  The BA group had the greatest number of significant differences compared to the 
HS group (25 of 28) and the least number of significant differences with the AA group (20 of 
28).  
The BA group was similar to the HS group in three of 28 comparisons including 
academic self-efficacy, time management, and academic integration.  The BA group was similar 
to the SC group in four of 28 comparisons including institutional commitment, the percentage 
that lives on-campus, and satisfaction.  The BA group was similar to the AA group in six of 28 
comparisons including race, housing, institutional commitment, basic academic behaviors, 
advanced academic behaviors, and satisfaction. 
Comparisons with the HS or Less Group 
 One-way ANOVA was conducted to identify similarities and differences between groups.  
Students from the HS group differed significantly from all other groups in 13 of 28 comparisons 
including significantly higher age, higher percentage female, higher percentage of in-state 
residents, lower high school GPA, lower composite ACT, lower degree aspirations, lower 
percentage R1 institution type, lower percentage of STEM majors, lower institutional 
commitment, higher study hours, higher basic academic behaviors and higher advanced 
academic behaviors.  The HS group also differed significantly from all groups for financial 
confidence.  This group was significantly higher than the SC and AA groups and significantly 
lower than the BA or higher group.  Comparisons between HS and other groups is presented in 
Table 4.5.   
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Table 4.5. Significant differences between students whose highest level of parental education is 
high school or less and other groups 
Some college      
(SC)
Associates degree 
(AA)
Bachelors or higher 
(BA)
n = 3,312 n = 2,972 n = 19,654
Variable M M M
Student Characteristics
Age 18.18 18.17 18.14
Race (non-white) --- 11.4% 11.4%
Gender 52.0% 54.5% 48.1%
High School GPA 3.53 3.56 3.60
Composite ACT 23.96 24.08 25.43
Residency (in-state) 72.0% 74.5% 62.0%
Hometown (rural) --- 75.3% 61.1%
College Experiences
Institution type (R1) 79.6% 79.0% 86.7%
Major (STEM) 49.2% 50.9% 54.4%
Housing (on-campus) --- 96.3% 95.8%
Educational aspirations 2.66 2.67 2.79
Institutional commitment 6.55 6.59 6.56
Degree commitment --- --- 6.75
Financial confidence 4.84 4.96 5.44
Study hours 9.84 10.26 10.93
Basic academic 6.15 6.19 6.19
Advanced academic 4.87 4.91 4.94
Academic self-efficacy 5.13 5.14 ---
Communication skills --- --- 5.19
Analytical skills 5.12 5.13 5.33
Self-discipline 5.87 --- 5.86
Time management --- --- 5.39
Academic integration 5.64 --- ---
Work hours --- .69 .49
Peer connections --- --- 5.62
Social integration --- --- 5.59
Satisfaction --- --- 5.90
One-year persistence --- 87.0% 90.0%
Note . Mean value provided for significant comparisons.  Bold denotes that the HS group was 
significantly greater.  Non-bold denotes the HS group was significantly less.
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The HS group differed from at least one group in 14 of the remaining 15 comparisons.  
This group differed significantly from the SC group in three comparisons including higher 
academic self-efficacy, academic integration, and lower satisfaction.  In total, the HS group 
differed from the SC group in 18 of 28 comparisons.  In addition to the 13 significant differences 
with all other groups, the HS group differed significantly from the AA group in nine other 
comparisons including higher percentage non-White students, a lower percentage from a rural 
hometown, higher academic self-efficacy, a lower percentage that live on-campus, higher 
average work hours per week, and lower one-year persistence.  In total, the HS group differed 
from the AA group in 20 of 28 comparisons.  The HS group differed from the BA or higher 
group in 11 additional comparisons including higher percentage of racial/ethnic minorities, 
higher percentage from a rural hometown, lower degree commitment, lower percentage that live 
on-campus, higher average work hours per week, lower peer connections, lower social 
integration, lower satisfaction, and lower one-year persistence.  In total, the HS group differed 
from the BA or higher group in 25 of 28 comparisons. 
The HS group was similar to the SC group in 10 of 28 comparisons including race, 
hometown (rural), degree commitment, live on-campus, communication skills, time 
management, work hours per week, peer connections, social integration, and one-year 
persistence.  The HS group was similar to the AA group in eight of 28 comparisons including 
degree commitment, communication skills, self-discipline, time management, academic 
integration, peer connections, social integration, and satisfaction.  The HS group was similar to 
the BA or higher group in three of 28 comparisons including academic self-efficacy, time 
management, and academic integration.  The HS group had more similarities with the SC group 
(10 of 24) compared to the other groups. 
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Comparisons with the SC Group 
One-way ANOVA was conducted to identify similarities and differences between groups.  
Significant differences between the SC group and HS group were described in the previous 
sections.  In total, the SC group differed from the HS group in 18 of 28 comparisons.  The SC 
group was significantly different from the AA group in six of 28 comparisons including higher 
percentage non-White students, higher percentage in-state residents, a lower percentage from a 
rural hometown, lower high school GPA, lower basic academic behaviors, and lower one-year 
persistence.  Significant differences between the SC and BA groups were described in the 
previous section.  The SC group had the greatest number of significant differences with the BA 
group (23 of 28) followed by the HS group (18 of 28).  
Table 4.6. Significant differences between students whose highest level of parental education is 
some college and other groups 
  High school or 
less (HS) 
Associate's degree 
(AA) 
Bachelor's or 
higher (BA) 
  n = 5,226 n = 2,972 n = 19,654 
Variable M M M 
Student Characteristics    
 Age 18.32 --- 18.14 
 Race  (non-White) --- 11.4% 11.4% 
 Gender  60.4% --- 48.1% 
 High School GPA 3.50 3.56 3.60 
 Composite ACT 23.22 --- 25.43 
 Residency (in-state) 84.4% 74.5% 62.0% 
 Hometown (rural) --- 75.3% 61.1% 
College Experiences    
 Institution type (R1) 32.8% --- 86.7% 
 Major (STEM) 27.7% --- 54.4% 
 Housing (on-campus) --- --- --- 
 Educational aspirations 2.54 --- 2.79 
 Institutional commitment 6.48 --- --- 
 
76 
 
 
 
Table 4.6 (continued) 
 Degree commitment --- --- 6.75 
 Financial confidence 5.12 --- 5.44 
 Study hours 11.39 --- 10.93 
 Basic academic 6.39 6.19 6.19 
 Advanced academic 5.04 --- 4.94 
 Academic self-efficacy 5.22 --- 5.26 
 Communication skills --- --- 5.19 
 Analytical skills 4.99 --- 5.33 
 Self-discipline 5.92 --- --- 
 Time management --- --- 5.39 
 Academic integration 5.72 --- 5.71 
 Work hours --- --- .49 
 Peer connections --- --- 5.62 
 Social integration --- --- 5.59 
 Satisfaction 5.83 --- --- 
  One-year persistence --- 87.0% 90.0% 
Note. Mean value provided for significant comparisons.  Bold denotes that the BA group 
was significantly greater.  Non-bold denotes the BA group was significantly less. 
 
The SC group was similar to the HS group in 10 of 28 comparisons including minority, 
rural hometown, degree commitment, live off-campus, work hours per week, peer connections, 
social integration, and one-year persistence.  The SC group was similar to the AA group in 22 of 
28 comparisons including age, gender, composite ACT, institution type, STEM major, housing 
(on-campus), educational aspirations, institutional commitment, degree commitment, financial 
confidence, average study hours per week, academic self-efficacy, advanced academic behaviors, 
academic integration, average work hours per week, peer connections, social integration, and 
satisfaction.  The SC group was similar to the BA group in five of 28 comparisons including 
institutional commitment, housing (on-campus), and satisfaction.  The SC group had the greatest 
number of similarities with the AA group (22 of 28) including eight of nine of the academic 
experience factors, and all four of the social experience factors.  
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Comparisons with the AA Group 
Significant differences between the AA group and HS and SC groups were described in 
the previous sections.  In total, the AA group differed from the HS group in 20 of 28 
comparisons and the SC group in six of 28 comparisons.  The AA group differed from the BA 
group in 20 of 28 comparisons.  These differences were described in the BA section.  The AA 
group had the greatest number of significant differences with the HS group (19) including nine 
of 10 background characteristics and four of five social experience factors.  The AA group had 
significantly higher one-year persistence compared to the NC and SC groups and significantly 
lower one-year persistence compared to the BA group.  Significant differences between AA and 
the other groups are presented in Table 4.7. 
Table 4.7. Significant differences between students whose highest level of parental education is 
an associate’s degree and other groups 
  High school or less 
(HS) 
Some college      
(SC) 
Bachelor's or 
higher (BA) 
  n = 5,226 n = 3,312  n = 19,654 
Variable M M M 
Student Characteristics    
 Age 18.32 --- 18.14 
 Race (non-white) 16.0% 15.4% --- 
 Gender (female) 60.4% --- 48.1% 
 High School GPA 3.50 3.53 3.60 
 Composite ACT 23.22 --- 25.43 
 Residency (in-state) 84.4% 72.0% 62.0% 
 Hometown (rural) 70.9% 70.2% 61.1% 
College Experiences    
 Institution type (R1) 32.8% --- 86.7% 
 Major (STEM) 27.7% --- 54.4% 
 Housing (on-campus) 94.8% --- --- 
 Educational aspirations 2.54 --- 2.79 
 Institutional commitment 6.48 --- --- 
 Degree commitment --- --- 6.75 
 Financial confidence 5.12 --- 5.44 
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Table 4.7 (continued) 
     
 Study hours 11.39 --- 10.93 
 Basic academic 6.39 6.15 --- 
 Advanced academic 5.04 --- --- 
 Academic self-efficacy 5.22 --- 5.26 
 Communication skills --- --- 5.19 
 Analytical skills 4.99 --- 5.33 
 Self-discipline --- --- --- 
 Time management --- --- --- 
 Academic integration --- --- 5.71 
 Work hours .80 --- .49 
 Peer connections --- --- 5.62 
 Social integration --- --- 5.59 
 Satisfaction --- --- --- 
  One-year persistence 83.8% 84.5% 90.0% 
Note.  Mean value provided for significant comparisons.  Bold denotes that the AA 
group was significantly greater.  Non-bold denotes the AA group was significantly 
less. 
 
The AA group was similar to the HS group in eight of 28 comparisons including degree 
commitment, communication skills, self-discipline, time management, academic integration, 
peer connections, social integration, and satisfaction.  The AA group was most similar to the SC 
group including 22of 28 comparisons, as described in the prior section.  The AA group was 
similar to the BA group in eight of 28 comparisons including race (non-White), the percentage 
that lives on-campus, institutional commitment, basic academic behaviors, advanced academic 
behaviors, self-discipline, time management, and satisfaction.  The AA group had the greatest 
number of similarities with the SC group including eight of nine academic experience factors and 
all four of the social experience factors.   
Summary  
Significant differences were found between at least two groups in 27 of 28 comparisons.  
The greatest number of significant differences was between the BA and HS groups including all 
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background characteristics (age, race, gender, high school GPA, composite ACT, in-state 
residency, and rural hometown) and enrollment characteristics (institution type, STEM major, 
housing, educational aspirations, institutional commitment, degree commitment, and financial 
confidence).  Significant differences among the three lowest levels of parental education, HS, 
SC, and AA groups, were found in 23 of 28 comparisons.  These three groups were similar in 
five factors: degree commitment, communication skills, time management, peer connections, and 
social integration.   
R2. What factors are associated with one-year persistence for students whose highest level 
of parental education is a high school diploma or less? 
Sequential logistic regression was conducted to determine which student characteristics 
(gender, age, race, high school GPA, composite ACT, hometown locale, residency,) and first-
year experiences (institution type, major, housing, educational aspirations, institutional 
commitment, degree commitment, financial confidence, basic academic behaviors, advanced 
academic behaviors, academic self-efficacy, communication skills, analytical skills, self-
discipline, time management, academic integration, peer connections, and social integration) 
were associated with one-year persistence.  Before analysis, data were screened for missing 
values, multicollinearity, and outliers.  Listwise deletion was used to remove 376 (7.2%) cases 
with missing values.  Complete cases were retained as deletion of cases with missing values is 
acceptable when the number of points missing is small (Mertler & Vannatta, 2013). 
The correlation matrix, tolerance values, and variance inflation factors (VIF) were 
evaluated for all independent variables to check for multicollinearity.  Two variables, social 
integration, and satisfaction were highly correlated (r = .704).  Because logistic regression is 
sensitive to high correlations among variables, satisfaction was omitted from the analysis 
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(Mertler & Vannatta, 2013).  Social integration was retained because prior research related to the 
theoretical framework, social and cultural capital, emphasized the importance of this construct.  
Tolerance values (.497-.989) and VIF (1.011-2.012) were in acceptable ranges for all remaining 
variables indicating the absence of multicollinearity.  Mahalanobis distance was calculated to 
identify multivariate outliers resulting in the deletion of 122 cases.  After the data screening, 
4725 cases were available for analysis.  
Variables were added to the model in three blocks.  The first block included student 
background variables (gender, age, race, high school GPA, composite ACT, hometown locale, 
and residency).  College experience variables were added in block two including (institution 
type, major, housing, educational aspirations, institutional commitment, degree commitment, 
financial confidence, basic academic behaviors, advanced academic behaviors, academic self-
efficacy, communication skills, analytical skills, self-discipline, time management, academic 
integration, peer connections, and social integration).  Three interaction effects were added in 
block three including gender and hometown, gender and housing, and race and residency.  
The data were analyzed according to goodness-of-fit (–2 log likelihood, AIC, Hosmer-
Lameshow Goodness of Fit, χ², p), the accuracy of classification of the model, and a description 
of the results of the variables included in the model [β, Exp(β)/Odds Ratio, and Wald test].  
Logistic regression results indicated that the overall model fit for one-year persistence for HS 
students fit well (-2 log likelihood = 3593.000; AIC = 769; H-L goodness of fit: χ² = 4.380, p 
= .821).  Overall, the model correctly classified 85.1% of the students.  This model was selected 
because it represented the most parsimonious model (Vandekerckhove, Matzke, & 
Wagenmakers, 2014) that provided an acceptable fit to the data.  To obtain a parsimonious 
model, seven variables that did not significantly improve model fit were dropped including 
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institution type, major, degree commitment, educational aspirations, communication skills, self-
discipline, and advanced academic behaviors. 
Table 4.8. Logistic regression on one-year persistence for the HS group 
  Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variables B 
Odds 
ratio B 
Odds 
ratio B 
Odds 
ratio 
Age -.009 .991 -.066 .936 -.065 1.067 
Gender (female) -.156 .856 -.347** .707 -.889* 2.433 
Race (Non-White) .374** 1.454 .485*** 1.625 .032 1.032 
High school GPA 1.132*** 3.101 .960*** 2.612 .962*** 2.618 
Composite ACT .035** 1.036 .062*** 1.064 .062*** 1.064 
Residency (in-state) .255* 1.291 .210 1.233 .044 1.045 
Hometown (rural) .049 1.050 .025 1.026 .359** 1.432 
Housing (on-campus) 
  .405* 1.499 -.188 1.206 
Institutional commitment 
  .465*** 1.591 .467*** 1.595 
Financial confidence 
  .097*** 1.102 .098*** 1.103 
Basic academic behaviors 
  .272*** 1.312 .276*** 1.317 
Academic self-efficacy 
  -.186** .830 -.190** 1.209 
Analytical skills   -.034 .966 -.035 1.035 
Time Management 
  .091* 1.096 .097* 1.102 
Academic integration 
  .128* 1.137 .130* 1.138 
Peer connections 
  -.078 .925 -.083* 1.087 
Social integration 
  .202*** 1.223 .204*** 1.226 
Gender*Housing         .965* 2.624 
Gender*Hometown         -.551** 1.736 
Race*Residency         .634* 1.884 
-2 Log likelihood 3891.723 3611.500 3593.000 
Cox & Snell R Square .032 .088 .092 
Nagelkerke R Square .056 .153 .159 
AIC .827 .772 .769 
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
 
The logistic regression results indicated that 10 variables and three interaction effects 
were significantly related to one-year persistence for students from the HS group (see Table 4.8).  
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The student background characteristics high school GPA, composite ACT, and three interaction 
effects including gender by housing, gender by hometown, and race by residency, were 
significantly associated with one-year persistence.  Eight first-year experience variables were 
significantly associated with one-year persistence including institutional commitment, financial 
confidence, basic academic behaviors, academic self-efficacy, time management, academic 
integration, peer connections, and social integration.  
The interaction effect gender by housing was the most highly associated with one-year 
persistence (β = .965).  The interaction indicates that the association between housing and one-
year persistence is moderated by gender.  Females who live on-campus are associated with a 2.6 
increase in the odds of persisting.  Additionally, females who lived on campus were significantly 
more likely than females who lived off-campus to persist.  The frequencies for one-year 
persistence by gender and housing are illustrated in Table 4.9.  
Table 4.9.  One-year persistence by gender and housing for the HS group 
  n  % chi-sq 
Female 2,456 84.6 .035 
Male 1,577 84.8 
    
On-campus 3,879 84.9 2.558 
Off-campus 154 80.6 
    
Female on-campus 2,370 84.9 5.513* 
Female off-campus 86 76.8 
    
Male on-campus 1,509 84.8 .099 
Male off-campus 68 86.1 
    
Female off-campus 86 76.8 2.560 
Male off-campus 68 86.1 
 
83 
 
 
 
The interaction between residency and race was significantly associated with one-year 
persistence.  The association between residency and one-year persistence is moderated by race.  
Non-White in-state students were associated with a 1.9 increase in odds of persistence.  Non-
White in-state students were significantly more likely to persist than non-White out-of-state 
students and White in-state students.  The frequencies for one-year persistency by race and 
residency are presented in Table 4.10.  
Table 4.10.  One-year persistence by race and residency for the HS group 
  n  % chi-sq 
Non-White 257 85.4 .085 
White 1,320 84.7 
    
In-state 1,309 85.6 4.082* Out-of-state 268 81.2 
    
Non-White in-state 463 89.0 11.131** 
Non-White out-of-state 145 79.2 
    
White in-state 3,010 84.5 .135 
White out-of-state 415 83.8 
    
Non-White in-state 463 89.0 7.422** 
White in-state 3,010 84.5 
 
The interaction between hometown and gender was significantly associated with one-year 
persistence.  The association between hometown and one-year persistence is moderated by 
gender.  Rural female students are associated with a 1.7 decrease in odds of persistence.  Males 
from a suburb or city hometown (non-rural) are significantly less likely to persist than males 
from a rural hometown or females from a non-rural hometown.  The frequencies for one-year 
persistence by gender and hometown are presented in Table 4.11. 
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Table 4.11.  One-year persistence rates by gender and hometown for the HS group 
  n  % chi-sq 
Female 2,456 84.6 .035 
Male 1,577 84.8 
    
Rural 2,891 85.0 .802 
Not rural 1,142 84.0 
    
Female rural 1,742 84.2 .865 
Female not rural 714 85.6 
    
Male rural 1,149 86.2 .683** 
Male not rural 428 81.4 
    
Female not rural 714 85.6 4.314* 
Male not rural 428 81.4 
 
 Two additional student background characteristics were associated with one-year 
persistence: high school GPA (β = .962) and composite ACT (β = .062).  For every one unit 
increase in high school GPA, students were 2.6 times more likely to persist, and for each one-
unit increase in ACT score, students had a 6% increase in odds of persisting to the second year.   
 The student enrollment factors institutional commitment (β = .467) and financial 
confidence (β = .098) were significantly associated with one-year persistence.  Students were 1.6 
times more likely to persist with every one-unit increase in institutional commitment and 1.1 
times or 10% more likely to persist for each one-unit increase in financial confidence.  
 Four academic experience factors were significantly associated with one-year persistence 
including basic academic behaviors (β = .276), academic self-efficacy (β = -.190), academic 
integration (β = .130), and self-rated time management (β = .097).  Of the academic factors, basic 
academic behaviors were most highly associated with one-year persistence.  Academic self-
efficacy was negatively associated with one-year persistence indicating that as academic self-
85 
 
 
 
efficacy increased, odds of persisting decreased.  Academic integration (β = .130) and self-rated 
time management (β = .097) were significantly associated with one-year persistence; however, 
the increase in odds of persisting was quite small.  Each one-unit increase in academic 
integration or time management was associated with a 10% increase in odds of persisting.  
 Two social experience factors were significantly associated with one-year persistence 
including social integration (β = .204) and peer connections (β = -.083).  Every one-unit increase 
in social integration was associated with a 20% increase in odds of persisting.  Peer connections 
were negatively associated with one-year persistence.  A one-unit increase in peer connections 
was associated with a 10% decrease in odds of persistence.   
Summary  
The logistic regression results indicated that 10 variables and three interaction effects 
were significantly related to one-year persistence for students from the HS group.  The student 
background characteristics high school GPA, composite ACT, and three interaction effects 
including gender by housing, gender by hometown, and race by residency, were significantly 
associated with one-year persistence.  Eight first-year experience variables were significantly 
associated with one-year persistence including institutional commitment, financial confidence, 
basic academic behaviors, academic self-efficacy, time management, academic integration, peer 
connections, and social integration.  
R3. What factors are associated with one-year persistence for students whose highest level 
of parental education is some college? 
Sequential logistic regression was conducted to determine which student characteristics 
(gender, age, race, high school GPA, composite ACT, hometown locale, residency,) and first-
year experiences (institution type, major, housing, educational aspirations, institutional 
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commitment, degree commitment, financial confidence, basic academic behaviors, advanced 
academic behaviors, academic self-efficacy, communication skills, analytical skills, self-
discipline, time management, academic integration, peer connections, and social integration) 
were associated with one-year persistence.  Before analysis, data were screened for missing 
values, multicollinearity, and outliers.  Listwise deletion was used to remove 380 (11.4%) cases 
with missing values.  Complete cases were retained as deletion of cases with missing values is 
acceptable when the number of points missing is small (Mertler & Vannatta, 2013). 
The correlation matrix, tolerance values, and variance inflation factors (VIF) were 
evaluated for all independent variables to check for multicollinearity.  Two variables, social 
integration, and satisfaction were highly correlated (r = .702).  Because logistic regression is 
sensitive to high correlations among variables, satisfaction was omitted from the analysis 
(Mertler & Vannatta, 2013).  Social integration was retained because prior research related to the 
theoretical framework, social and cultural capital, emphasized the importance of this construct.  
Tolerance values (.486-.935) and VIF (1.089-2.056) were in acceptable ranges for all remaining 
variables indicating the absence of multicollinearity.  Mahalanobis distance was calculated to 
identify multivariate outliers resulting in the deletion of 72 cases.  After the data screening, 2860 
cases were available for analysis.  
Variables were added to the model in three blocks.  The first block included student 
background variables (gender, age, race, high school GPA, composite ACT, hometown locale, 
and residency).  College experience variables were added in block two including (institution 
type, major, housing, educational aspirations, institutional commitment, degree commitment, 
financial confidence, basic academic behaviors, advanced academic behaviors, academic self-
efficacy, communication skills, analytical skills, self-discipline, time management, academic 
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integration, peer connections, and social integration).  Interaction effects were added in block 
three.  
The data were analyzed according to goodness-of-fit (–2 log likelihood, AIC, Hosmer-
Lameshow Goodness of Fit, χ², p), the accuracy of classification of the model, and a description 
of the results of the variables included in the model [β, Exp(β)/Odds Ratio, and Wald test].  
Logistic regression results indicated that the overall model fit for one-year persistence for SC 
students fit well (-2 log likelihood = 3593.000; AIC = 769; H-L goodness of fit: χ² = 8.448, p 
= .391).  Overall, the model correctly classified 85.7% of the students.  This model was selected 
because it represented the most parsimonious model (Vandekerckhove, Matzke, & 
Wagenmakers, 2014) that provided an acceptable fit to the data.  To obtain a parsimonious 
model, three variables that did not significantly improve model fit were dropped including 
advanced academic behaviors, analytical skills, and time management. 
Table 4.12.  Logistic regression on one-year persistence for the SC group 
  Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variables B 
Odds 
ratio B 
Odds 
ratio B 
Odds 
ratio 
Age .175 1.191 .181 1.198 .178 1.195 
Gender (female) -.066 .936 -.242 .785 -1.724** .178 
Race (non-white) -.024 .977 -.032 .969 -.039 .962 
High school GPA 1.073*** 2.924 .970*** 2.638 .978*** 2.660 
Composite ACT .019 1.020 .042* 1.043 .041* 1.042 
Hometown (rural) .279* 1.322 .325* 1.384 .336** 1.399 
Residency (in-state) -.037 .964 .059 1.061 .062 1.064 
Institution type (R1) 
  
.312 1.366 .299 1.349 
Major (STEM) 
  
-.415** .661 -.407** .665 
Housing (on-campus) 
  
.126 1.134 -.563 .570 
Institutional commitment 
  
.348*** 1.416 .347*** 1.414 
Educational aspirations 
  
.097* 1.102 .097* 1.102 
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Table 4.12 (continued) 
 
Financial confidence 
  
.020 1.021 .023 1.023 
Basic academic behaviors 
  
.375*** 1.455 .376*** 1.457 
Academic self-efficacy 
  
.043 1.043 .037 1.038 
Communication skills 
  
-.126* .882 -.123* .885 
Self-discipline 
  
-.190* .827 -.190* .827 
Academic integration 
  
.176* 1.193 .181* 1.199 
Social integration 
  
.127* 1.136 .129* 1.138 
Peer Connections 
  
-.046 .955 -.054 .947 
Gender * Housing         1.525* 4.597 
-2 Log likelihood 2265.121 2144.594 2139.016 
Cox & Snell R Square .030 .070 .071 
Nagelkerke R Square .053 .124 .127 
AIC .797 .764 .763 
Notes. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001           
 
The logistic regression results indicated that 13 variables and one interaction effect were 
significantly related to one-year persistence for students from the SC group (see Table 4.12).  
The student background characteristics high school GPA, composite ACT, hometown, and the 
interaction effect for gender and housing, were significantly associated with one-year 
persistence.  Eight first-year experience variables were significantly associated with one-year 
persistence including institutional commitment, educational aspirations, major, basic academic 
behaviors, self-discipline, communication skills, academic integration, and social integration.  
The interaction effect gender by housing was the most highly associated with one-year 
persistence (β = 1.525).  The interaction indicates that the association between housing and one-
year persistence is moderated by gender.  Females who live on-campus are associated with a 4.6 
increase in the odds of persisting.  Additionally, females who lived off-campus were 
significantly less likely to persist compared to males who live off-campus and females who lived 
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on-campus.  The frequencies for one-year persistence by gender and housing are illustrated in 
Table 4.13.  
Table 4.13.  One-year persistence by gender and housing for the SC group 
 n % chi-sq 
Female 1,269 85.7 .059 
Male 1,190 85.4 
    
On-campus 2,384 85.6 .118 
Off-campus 75 84.3 
    
Female on-campus 1,246 86.0 5.086* 
Female off-campus 23 71.9 
    
Male on-campus 1,138 85.1 1.635 
Male off-campus 52 91.2 
    
Female off-campus 23 71.9 5.791* 
Male off-campus 1,246 86.0 
Note. *p<.05    
 
 Three additional student background characteristics were associated with one-year 
persistence: high school GPA (β = .978), composite ACT (β = .041), and rural hometown (β 
= .336).  For every one-unit increase in high school GPA, students were 2.7 times more likely to 
persist, and for each one-unit increase in ACT score, students had a 4% increase in odds of 
persisting to the second year.  Students from a rural hometown were 1.4 times more likely to 
persist.  
 The student enrollment factors institutional commitment (β = .347), educational 
aspirations (β = .097) and STEM major (β = -.407) were significantly associated with one-year 
persistence.  Students were 1.4 times more likely to persist with every one-unit increase in 
institutional commitment and 1.1 times or 10% more likely to persist for each one-unit increase 
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in educational aspirations.  STEM major was negatively associated with one-year persistence.  
STEM majors were 1.5 times less likely to persist than non-STEM majors.  
 Four academic experience factors were significantly associated with one-year persistence 
including basic academic behaviors (β = .376), self-rated self-discipline (β = -.190), self-rated 
communication skills (β = -.123), and academic integration (β = .181).  Of the academic factors, 
basic academic behaviors were most highly associated with one-year persistence.  Self-rated 
communication skills and self-discipline were negatively associated with one-year persistence 
indicating that as self-rated communication skills and self-discipline increased, the odds of 
persisting decreased.  Academic integration (β = .181) was significantly associated with one-year 
persistence and was associated with a 20% increase in odds of persisting.  
 One social experience factor was significantly associated with one-year persistence.  
Every one-unit increase in social integration (β = .129) was associated with a 14% increase in 
odds of persisting.   
Summary  
The logistic regression results indicated that 13 variables and one interaction effect were 
significantly related to one-year persistence for students from the SC group.  The student 
background characteristics high school GPA, composite ACT, hometown, and the interaction 
effect for gender and housing, were significantly associated with one-year persistence.  Eight 
first-year experience variables were significantly associated with one-year persistence including 
institutional commitment, educational aspirations, major, basic academic behaviors, self-
discipline, communication skills, academic integration, and social integration.  
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R4. What factors are associated with one-year persistence for students whose highest level 
of parental education is an associate’s degree? 
 
Sequential logistic regression was conducted to determine which student characteristics 
(gender, age, race, high school GPA, composite ACT, hometown locale, residency,) and first-
year experiences (institution type, major, housing, educational aspirations, institutional 
commitment, degree commitment, financial confidence, basic academic behaviors, advanced 
academic behaviors, academic self-efficacy, communication skills, analytical skills, self-
discipline, time management, academic integration, peer connections, and social integration) 
were associated with one-year persistence.  Before analysis, data were screened for missing 
values, multicollinearity, and outliers.  Listwise deletion was used to remove 340 (11.4%) cases 
with missing values.  Complete cases were retained as deletion of cases with missing values is 
acceptable when the number of points missing is small (Mertler & Vannatta, 2013). 
The correlation matrix, tolerance values, and variance inflation factors (VIF) were 
evaluated for all independent variables to check for multicollinearity.  Two variables, social 
integration, and satisfaction were highly correlated (r = .698).  Because logistic regression is 
sensitive to high correlations among variables, satisfaction was omitted from the analysis 
(Mertler & Vannatta, 2013).  Social integration was retained because prior research related to the 
theoretical framework, social and cultural capital, emphasized the importance of this construct.  
Tolerance values (.504-.973) and VIF (1.028-1.984) were in acceptable ranges for all remaining 
variables indicating the absence of multicollinearity.  Mahalanobis distance was calculated to 
identify multivariate outliers resulting in the deletion of 87 cases.  After the data screening, 2545 
cases were available for analysis.  
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Variables were added to the model in three blocks.  The first block included student 
background variables (gender, age, race, high school GPA, composite ACT, hometown locale, 
and residency).  College experience variables were added in block two including (institution 
type, major, housing, educational aspirations, institutional commitment, degree commitment, 
financial confidence, basic academic behaviors, advanced academic behaviors, academic self-
efficacy, communication skills, analytical skills, self-discipline, time management, academic 
integration, peer connections, and social integration).  Interaction effects were added in block 
three.  
Table 4.14.  Logistic regression on one-year persistence for the AA group 
B
Odds 
ratio B
Odds 
ratio
Age -.140 .870 -.240 .787
Gender (female) -.229 .795 -.309* .734
Race (non-white) .020 1.020 .095 1.099
High school GPA 1.375*** 3.955 1.194*** 3.302
Composite ACT .022 1.022 .067** 1.069
Hometown (rural) .129 1.138 .227 1.255
Housing (on-campus) .624 1.866
Major (STEM) -.245 .783
Institutional commitment .706*** 2.026
Financial confidence .095* 1.099
Basic academic behaviors .408*** 1.504
Advanced academic behaviors -.180* .835
Communication skills -.197** .821
Academic Integration .152 1.165
Social Integration .142** 1.152
-2 Log likelihood
Cox & Snell R Square
Nagelkerke R Square
AIC
Notes. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
.705 .647
Step 1 Step 2
.070 .185
1778.011 1614.267
.037 .097
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The logistic regression results indicated that nine variables were significantly related to 
one-year persistence for students from the AA group (see Table 4.14).  None of the interaction 
effects were significant.  As a result, Step 3 was omitted from the regression table.  The student 
background characteristics gender, high school GPA, and composite ACT were significantly 
associated with one-year persistence.  Six first-year experience variables were significantly 
associated with one-year persistence including institutional commitment, financial confidence, 
basic academic behaviors, advanced academic behaviors, communication skills, and social 
integration.   
 Three student background characteristics were associated with one-year persistence: high 
school GPA (β = 1.194), composite ACT (β = .067), and gender (β = -.309).  For every one-unit 
increase in high school GPA, students were 3.3 times more likely to persist, and for each one-
unit increase in ACT score, students had a 7% increase in odds of persisting to the second year.  
Female students were 1.4 times less likely to persist.  
 The student enrollment factors institutional commitment (β = .706) and financial 
confidence (β = -.095) were significantly associated with one-year persistence.  Students were 
two times more likely to persist with every one-unit increase in institutional commitment and 1.1 
times or 10% more likely to persist for each one-unit increase in financial confidence.   
 Three academic experience factors were significantly associated with one-year 
persistence including basic academic behaviors (β = .408), advanced academic behaviors (β = 
-.180), and self-rated communication skills (β = -.197).  Of the academic factors, basic academic 
behaviors were most highly associated with one-year persistence.  Advanced academic behaviors 
and self-rated communication skills were negatively associated with one-year persistence 
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indicating that as advanced academic behaviors and self-rated communication skills increased, 
the odds of persisting decreased.   
 One social experience factor was significantly associated with one-year persistence.  
Every one-unit increase in social integration (β = .142) was associated with a 15% increase in 
odds of persisting.   
Summary  
The logistic regression results indicated that nine variables were significantly related to 
one-year persistence for students from the AA group.  None of the interaction effects were 
significant. The student background characteristics gender, high school GPA, and composite 
ACT were significantly associated with one-year persistence.  Six first-year experience variables 
were significantly associated with one-year persistence including institutional commitment, 
financial confidence, basic academic behaviors, advanced academic behaviors, communication 
skills, and social integration.   
R5. What factors are associated with one-year persistence for students whose highest level 
of parental education is a bachelor’s degree or higher? 
 
Sequential logistic regression was conducted to determine which student characteristics 
(gender, age, race, high school GPA, composite ACT, hometown locale, residency,) and first-
year experiences (institution type, major, housing, educational aspirations, institutional 
commitment, degree commitment, financial confidence, basic academic behaviors, advanced 
academic behaviors, academic self-efficacy, communication skills, analytical skills, self-
discipline, time management, academic integration, peer connections, and social integration) 
were associated with one-year persistence.  Before analysis, data were screened for missing 
values, multicollinearity, and outliers.  Listwise deletion was used to remove 2363 (12.0%) cases 
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with missing values.  Complete cases were retained as deletion of cases with missing values is 
acceptable when the number of points missing is small (Mertler & Vannatta, 2013). 
The correlation matrix, tolerance values, and variance inflation factors (VIF) were 
evaluated for all independent variables to check for multicollinearity.  Two variables, social 
integration, and satisfaction were highly correlated (r = .708).  Because logistic regression is 
sensitive to high correlations among variables, satisfaction was omitted from the analysis 
(Mertler & Vannatta, 2013).  Social integration was retained because prior research related to the 
theoretical framework, social and cultural capital, emphasized the importance of this construct.  
Tolerance values (.446-.971) and VIF (1.030-2.240) were in acceptable ranges for all remaining 
variables indicating the absence of multicollinearity.  Mahalanobis distance was calculated to 
identify multivariate outliers resulting in the deletion of 499 cases.  After the data screening, 
16792 cases were available for analysis.  
Variables were added to the model in three blocks.  The first block included student 
background variables (gender, age, race, high school GPA, composite ACT, hometown locale, 
and residency).  College experience variables were added in block two including (institution 
type, major, housing, educational aspirations, institutional commitment, degree commitment, 
financial confidence, basic academic behaviors, advanced academic behaviors, academic self-
efficacy, communication skills, analytical skills, self-discipline, time management, academic 
integration, peer connections, and social integration).  Interaction effects were added in block 
three.  
The data were analyzed according to goodness-of-fit (–2 log likelihood, AIC, Hosmer-
Lameshow Goodness of Fit, χ², p), the accuracy of classification of the model, and a description 
of the results of the variables included in the model [β, Exp(β)/Odds Ratio, and Wald test].  
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Logistic regression results indicated that the overall model fit for one-year persistence for 
students from the PBA group fit well (-2 log likelihood = 9190.107; AIC = .552; H-L goodness 
of fit: χ² = 22.662, p = .004).  Overall, the model correctly classified 90.7 % of the students.  This 
model was selected because it represented the most parsimonious model (Vandekerckhove, 
Matzke, & Wagenmakers, 2014) that provided an acceptable fit to the data.  To obtain a 
parsimonious model, eight variables that did not significantly improve model fit were dropped 
including residency, institution type, educational aspirations, academic self-efficacy, self-rated 
analytical skills, self-rated self-discipline, self-rated time management, and peer connections. 
The logistic regression results indicated that 14 variables and one interaction effect were 
significantly related to one-year persistence for students from the BA group (see Table 4.20).  
The student background characteristics gender, high school GPA, composite ACT, and residency 
were significantly associated with one-year persistence.  Eight first-year experience variables 
were significantly associated with one-year persistence including institution type, institutional 
commitment, financial confidence, basic academic behaviors, advanced academic behaviors, 
communication skills, time management, and social integration.   
Table 4.15.  Logistic regression on one-year persistence for the BA group 
  Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 
Variables B 
Odds 
ratio B 
Odds 
ratio B 
Odds 
ratio 
Age -.039 .962 .043 1.044 .042 1.043 
Gender (female) -.045 .956 -.186** .830 -.183** 1.200 
Race (non-White) -.108 .898 -.041 .960 .249 1.283 
High school GPA 1.372*** 3.945 1.125*** 3.080 1.131*** 3.099 
Composite ACT .015 1.016 .044*** 1.045 .043*** 1.044 
Residency (in-state) .131* 1.139 .239*** 1.270 .238*** 1.269 
Institution type (R1)     .533*** 1.703 .530*** 1.700 
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Table 4.15 (continued) 
       
Major (STEM)     -.248*** .781 -.186** .830 
Institutional commitment     .502*** 1.652 .500*** 1.649 
Financial confidence     .084*** 1.087 .083*** 1.086 
Basic academic behaviors     .392*** 1.481 .392*** 1.480 
Advanced academic 
behaviors 
    -.118** .889 -.117** .890 
Academic self-efficacy     -.033 .967 -.033 .967 
Communication skills     -.120*** .886 -.120*** .887 
Time management     .059* 1.061 .059* 1.061 
Social integration     .151*** 1.163 .151*** 1.163 
Minority * Major         -.491** .612 
-2 Log likelihood 9786.632 9198.163 9190.107 
Cox & Snell R Square .030 .064 .064 
Nagelkerke R Square .066 .139 .140 
AIC .587 .553 .552 
Notes. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001           
 
 Four student background characteristics were associated with one-year persistence: high 
school GPA (β = 1.131), composite ACT (β = .043), gender (β = -.183), and residency (β =.238).  
For every one-unit increase in high school GPA, students were 3.1 times more likely to persist, 
and for each one-unit increase in ACT score, students had a 4% increase in odds of persisting to 
the second year.  Female students were 1.2 times less likely to persist.  
 The student enrollment factors institutional commitment (β = .500) and financial 
confidence (β = .083) were significantly associated with one-year persistence.  Students were 1.6 
times more likely to persist with every one-unit increase in institutional commitment and 1.1 
times or 10% more likely to persist for each one-unit increase in financial confidence.  Institution 
type (β = .530) was significantly associated with one-year persistence.  Students attending the R1 
institution type were 1.7 times more likely to persist.  
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 The interaction effect between race and major was significantly associated with one-year 
persistence.  The association between race and one-year persistence was moderated by major.  
Non-White STEM majors were associated with a 1.7 decrease in odds of persisting.  Non-White 
STEM majors were significantly less likely to persist than White STEM majors.  The frequencies 
for one-year persistence by race and major are presented in Table 4.16. 
Table 4.16.  One-year persistence by race and major for the BA group 
  n  % chi-sq 
Non-White 1,531 88.3 13.851*** 
White 13,707 91.0     
STEM 8,437 91.2 5.086* 
Non-STEM 6,801 90.2     
Non-White STEM 897 87.2 3.077 
Non-White non-STEM 634 89.9     
White STEM 7,540 91.7 10.169** 
White non-STEM 6,167 90.2     
STEM non-White 897 87.2 23.419*** 
STEM White 7,540 91.7     
Non-STEM non-White 634 89.9 .085 
Non-STEM White 6,167 90.2 
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001     
 
 Four academic experience factors were significantly associated with one-year persistence 
including basic academic behaviors (β = .392), advanced academic behaviors (β = -.117), self-
rated communication skills (β = -.120), and self-rated time management (β = .059).  Of the 
academic factors, basic academic behaviors were most highly associated with one-year 
persistence.  Advanced academic behaviors and self-rated communication skills were negatively 
associated with one-year persistence indicating that as advanced academic behaviors and self-
rated communication skills increased, the odds of persisting decreased.   
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 One social experience factor was significantly associated with one-year persistence.  
Every one-unit increase in social integration (β = .151) was associated with a 16% increase in 
odds of persisting.   
Summary  
The logistic regression results indicated that 14 variables and one interaction effect were 
significantly related to one-year persistence for students from the AA group.  The student 
background characteristics gender, high school GPA, composite ACT, and residency were 
significantly associated with one-year persistence.  Eight first-year experience variables were 
significantly associated with one-year persistence including institution type, institutional 
commitment, financial confidence, basic academic behaviors, advanced academic behaviors, 
communication skills, time management, and social integration.   
Results Summary 
 The results indicated significant differences between students based on highest level of 
parental education and differences in the factors associated with one-year persistence for each 
group.  The following section will summarize the results for each group.  Table 4.17 illustrates 
the factors associated with one-year persistence for each group.  
Table 4.17.  Variables associated with one-year persistence by level of parental education 
    HS SC AA BA 
Student Characteristics     
 Gender (female)    -.309* -.183** 
 Female*On-campus .965* 1.525*   
 Female*Rural -.551**    
 Non-White*In-state .634*    
 Non-White*STEM    -.491** 
 HS GPA .962*** .978*** 1.194*** 1.131*** 
100 
 
 
 
Table 4.17 (continued) 
 ACT .062*** .041* .067** .043*** 
 Hometown (Rural)  .336**   
 Residency (In-state)    .238*** 
Enrollment Characteristics     
 Institution type (R1)    .530*** 
 Major (STEM)  -.407**   
 Educational aspirations  .097*   
 Institutional commitment .467*** .347*** .706*** .500*** 
 Financial confidence .098***  .095* .083*** 
Academic Experiences     
 Basic academic .276*** .376*** .408*** .392*** 
 Advanced academic   -.180* -.117** 
 Academic self-efficacy -.190**    
 Communication skills  -.123* -.197** -.120*** 
 Self-discipline  -.190*   
 Time management .097*   .059* 
 Academic integration .130* .181*   
Social Experiences     
 Peer connections -.083*    
  Social integration .204*** .129* .142** .151*** 
Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001; Bold indicates that the variables is 
negatively associated with one-year persistence.  
 
Summary of HS or Less Group   
The HS group differed from all other groups in 12 of 28 comparisons and at least one 
other group for the remaining 16 comparisons.  
Background characteristics.  The HS group was significantly different from all other 
groups for five of seven background characteristics and significantly different than the AA and 
BA groups for all background characteristics.   The HS group was significantly older, higher 
percentage of female, higher high school GPA and ACT scores and significantly smaller 
percentage of students from out-of-state compared to all other groups.  This group had a 
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significantly higher percentage of non-white students compared to the AA and BA groups.  The 
HS group was similar to the SC group for two of seven background characteristics including race 
and percentage from a rural hometown.  
Enrollment characteristics.  The HS group was significantly different from all other 
groups for five of seven enrollment characteristics including significantly lower institutional 
commitment, educational aspirations, percentage attending an R1 institution type, and percentage 
of STEM majors.  This group was also significantly different than all other groups for financial 
confidence with significantly more financial confidence than the SC and AA groups and 
significantly lower financial confidence than the BA group.  A significantly smaller percentage 
lived on campus compared to the AA and BA groups.  A similar percentage of NC and SC 
students lived on-campus.  The HS group had two enrollment similarities with the SC group, one 
with the AA group, and no enrollment similarities with the BA group.  
Academic experiences.  The HS group differed from all other groups in three of five 
academic experiences.  This group had significantly higher study hours, basic academic 
behaviors, and advanced academic behaviors compared to all other groups.  The HS group 
differed from the SC group in all five academic experiences and the AA group for four of five 
academic experiences.  The HS group had significantly higher academic self-efficacy compared 
to the SC and AA groups and significantly higher academic integration compared to the SC 
group.  The HS group had the greatest number of academic similarities with the BA group.  The 
HS group was similar to the AA and BA groups for academic integration and similar academic 
self-efficacy as the BA group.  
Social experiences.  The HS group was different from the BA group in all four social 
experiences and different than the SC and AA groups for one of four social experiences.  The HS 
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group worked significantly more hours per week compared to the AA and BA groups and had 
significantly lower peer connections and social integration compared to the BA group as well as 
lower satisfaction compared to the SC and BA groups.  This group had similar social integration 
and peer connections compared to the SC and AA groups as well as similar work hours 
compared to the SC group and similar satisfaction compared to the AA group.  
One-year persistence.  Significantly fewer students from the HS group persisted to the 
second year compared to the AA and BA groups.  This group had similar one-year persistence 
compared to the SC group.  Ten variables and three interaction effects were associated with one-
year persistence for this group including gender by housing, high school GPA, race by residency, 
gender by hometown, institutional commitment, basic academic behaviors, social integration, 
academic self-efficacy, academic integration, financial confidence, time management, peer 
connections, and composite ACT.  
Summary of the SC Group   
The SC group differed from all other groups in one area: basic academic behaviors.  The 
SC group was similar to all other groups for the percentage of students living on campus.  
Background characteristics.  The SC group differed from the BA group for seven of 
seven background characteristics.  This group was significantly different from the AA group in 
four of seven comparisons and the HS group in five of seven comparisons.  The SC group had a 
significantly smaller percentage of female students compared to the HS group and a significantly 
higher percentage of female students compared to the BA group.  This group had a significantly 
higher percentage of non-white students compared to the AA and BA group.  The SC group had 
significantly more students from out-of-state than the HS and AA groups, but significantly fewer 
than the BA group.  A significantly smaller percentage of SC students were from a rural 
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hometown compared to the AA group, but significantly more than the BA group.  The SC group 
had a significantly higher high school GPA and ACT score compared to the HS group, but 
significantly lower high school GPA than the AA and BA groups and significantly lower ACT 
score than the BA group.  
The SC group was similar to the AA group for three of seven background characteristics 
and to the HS group for two of seven background characteristics.  The SC group was similar to 
the HS group for race and percentage from a rural hometown.  This group was similar to the AA 
group for age and gender. 
Enrollment characteristics.  The SC group differed from the BA group for five of seven 
enrollment characteristics and four of seven compared to the HS group.  The SC group had 
significantly higher educational aspirations and percentage of students attending and R1 
institution type compared to the HS group, but each of these areas was significantly lower 
compared to the BA group.  This group had significantly higher institutional commitment 
compared to the HS group and a significantly smaller percentage of students who were STEM 
majors compared to the BA or higher group.  The SC group had significantly lower financial 
confidence compared to the HS and the BA groups.  
The SC was similar to the AA group for all enrollment characteristics including 
educational aspirations, institution type, major, institutional commitment, and financial 
confidence.  This group was similar to the BA group for institutional commitment.  
Academic experiences.  The SC group differed from the HS and BA groups in all five 
academic experiences and only differed from the AA group for one factor.  This group had 
significantly lower basic academic behaviors compared to all other groups.  The SC group had 
significantly lower study hours, advanced academic behaviors, academic self-efficacy, and 
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academic integration compared to the HS and BA groups.  The SC group was similar to the AA 
group for study hours, advanced academic behaviors, academic self-efficacy, and academic 
integration.  
Social experiences.  The SC group differed from the BA group in three of four social 
experiences and differed from the HS group in one of four comparisons.  This group did not have 
any social differences compared to the AA group.  The SC group worked significantly more 
hours per week and had significantly lower peer connections and social integration compared to 
the BA group.  This group had significantly lower satisfaction compared to the HS group.  The 
SC group was similar to the AA group for all social experiences.  
One-year persistence.  A significantly smaller percentage of SC students persisted 
compared to the AA and BA groups.  The SC group was similar to the HS group for one-year 
persistence.  Nine variables were significantly associated with one-year persistence for this group 
including gender, high school GPA, composite ACT, institutional commitment, financial 
confidence, basic academic behaviors, advanced academic behaviors, communication skills, and 
social integration.  
Summary of the AA Group 
The AA group was significantly different from all other groups in one area.  This group 
had a significantly higher percentage of students from a rural hometown compared to all other 
groups.  
Background characteristics.  This group differed from the HS group in all seven 
background characteristics, from the BA groups in six of seven comparisons, and the SC group 
in four of background characteristics.  The AA group was significantly younger and had a 
significantly smaller percentage of female students compared to the HS group but was 
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significantly older and a higher percentage of female students compared to the BA group.  This 
group had a significantly higher percentage of out-of-state students compared to the HS group 
and significantly fewer out-of-state students compared to the SC and BA groups.  Significantly 
fewer AA students were non-white compared to the HS and SC groups.  The AA group had 
significantly higher high school GPAs compared to the HS and SC groups and significantly 
lower high school GPAs compared to the BA group.  For composite ACT scores, this group was 
significantly higher than the HS group and significantly lower than the BA group.  The AA 
group was similar to the SC group in three of seven background characteristics including gender, 
age, and composite ACT score.  This group was similar to the BA group for the percentage of 
non-white students.  
Enrollment characteristics.  The AA group differed from the HS group for six of seven 
enrollment characteristics and from the BA group for five.  The AA group had a significantly 
higher percentage of students who attended an R1 institution type or were STEM majors 
compared to the HS group and a significantly smaller percentage of students who attended an R1 
institution type or who were STEM majors compared to the BA group.  The AA group had 
significantly lower financial confidence than the HS and BA groups and significantly higher 
institutional commitment than the HS group.  This group had significantly higher educational 
aspirations than the HS group and significantly lower educational aspirations compared to the 
BA group.   
 The AA group was similar to the SC group for all enrollment characteristics including 
institution type (R1 or M1), major (STEM or non-STEM), housing (on or off-campus), financial 
confidence, institutional commitment, and educational aspirations.  This group was also similar 
to the BA group for institutional commitment and housing (on or off-campus). 
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 Academic experiences.  The AA group differed from the HS group in four of five 
academic experiences and the BA group in three of five.  This group only had one significant 
difference in academic experiences compared to the SC group.  The AA group had significantly 
lower academic self-efficacy and study hours compared to the HS and BA groups.  This group 
had significantly lower basic academic behaviors and advanced academic behaviors compared to 
the HS group, but significantly higher basic academic behaviors compared to the SC group.  The 
AA group had significantly lower academic integration than the BA or higher group.  
 The AA group was similar to the SC group in four of five academic experiences.  The 
AA group was similar to the HS and SC group for academic integration and was also similar to 
the SC group for study hours, academic self-efficacy, and advanced academic behaviors.  This 
group was similar to the BA group for basic academic behaviors and advanced academic 
behaviors.  
 Social experiences.  The AA group differed from the BA group in three of four social 
experiences and the HS group for one social experience.  This group did not have any social 
experience differences compared to the SC group.  A significantly higher percentage of AA 
students lived on campus compared to the HS group.  This group worked significantly fewer 
hours per week than the HS group and significantly more hours per week compared to the BA 
group.  The AA group had significantly lower peer connections and social integration than the 
BA group.  
 The AA group was similar to all other groups for satisfaction and was similar to the SC 
group for all social experiences.  The AA group had similar peer connections and social 
integration compared to the HS and SC groups and a similar percentage that lived on campus 
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compared to the BA group.  This group also worked a similar number of hours per week 
compared to the SC group.  
 One-year persistence.  The AA group had a significantly higher percentage of students 
who persisted from the first to the second year compared to the HS and SC groups and 
significantly smaller one-year persistence than the BA or higher group.  There were nine factors 
associated with one-year persistence for this group including gender, high school GPA, 
composite ACT, institutional commitment, financial confidence, basic academic behaviors, 
advanced academic behaviors, communication skills, and social integration. 
Summary of the BA or Higher Group 
The BA group was significantly different from all other groups in 15 of 28 comparisons.  
This group was significantly different from the HS group in an additional seven variables, the SC 
group in six additional comparisons, and the AA group for three additional variables.   
 Background characteristics.  The BA group was significantly different from all other 
groups in six of seven comparisons of background characteristics.  This group had a higher 
percentage of male students, was older, more out-of-state students, fewer students from a rural 
hometown, and higher high school GPA and ACT scores than all other groups.  This group also 
had significantly fewer non-White students than the HS and SC groups.  
 Enrollment characteristics.  The BA group was significantly different from all other 
groups in six of seven comparisons of enrollment characteristics.  A greater percentage of 
students from this group attending an R1 institution type were STEM majors, and these students 
had greater institutional commitment, degree commitment, educational aspirations, and financial 
confidence.  A significantly greater percentage of students from the BA group lived on campus 
compared to the HS group.  
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 Academic experiences.  The BA group was significantly different from all other groups 
in three of nine comparisons of academic experiences.  This group had significantly higher self-
rated communication and analytical skills.  Students from the BA group studied significantly 
more hours per week than the SC and AA groups, but significantly fewer hours than the HS 
group.  This group had significantly lower basic and advanced academic behaviors compared to 
the HS group, but higher than the SC group.  The BA group had higher academic self-efficacy 
and academic integration than the SC and AA groups, and higher self-rated self-discipline than 
the HS group.  The BA group was similar to all other groups for time management.  
 Social experiences.  The BA group was significantly different from all other groups in 
three of four comparisons of social experiences.  The BA group worked significantly fewer hours 
per week and had greater peer connections and social integration than all other groups.  This 
group also had significantly higher satisfaction that the HS group.  
 One-year persistence.  The BA group had significantly greater one-year persistence 
compared to all other groups.  There were 14 factors significantly associated with one-year 
persistence for this group including high school GPA, institution type, institutional commitment, 
race by major, basic academic behaviors, residency, major, gender, social integration, 
communication skills, advanced academic behaviors, financial confidence, time management, 
and ACT.  
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CHAPTER 5.    DISCUSSION 
Prior literature has identified unique characteristics, college experiences and troubling 
outcomes of first-generation students.  Studies and programs designed to address first-generation 
students’ challenges use different criteria to define and operationalize these students and tend to 
identify the group as homogeneous in terms of challenges and barriers to success (Peralta & 
Klonowski, 2017; Ward, et al., 2012).  Considering that researchers have indicated that even 
limited parental postsecondary exposure is associated with access to social and cultural capital 
benefits (Ishitani, 2006; Padgett, et al., 2012; Ward, et al., 2012) the dichotomous distinction 
used to classify first-generation and non-first-generation students may mask important 
differences across multiple parental education levels that have implications for our understanding 
of these students as well as institutional practices, policies and student outcomes (Lee, et al., 
2004; Soria & Gorny, 2012).  This study aimed to broaden the understanding of students’ 
similarities and differences across multiple parental education levels by differentiating the 
characteristics, experiences, and one-year persistence by four levels of parental education: (a) 
high school diploma; (b) some college; (c) associate’s degree; and (d) bachelor’s degree or 
higher.  The following section will discuss findings that extend understanding of characteristics, 
first-year experiences, and one-year persistence of students across multiple levels of parental 
education followed by implications for practice and future research.  
Understanding Parental Education Beyond First-Generation 
Despite considerable attention from researchers, institutions, and national organizations, 
definitions of first-generation vary (Peralta & Klonowski, 2017; Toutkoushian, et al., 2015).  
Past studies have identified differences between first-generation and non-first-generation 
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students that are associated with significant gaps in measures of success in college including one-
year persistence, regardless of how narrowly or broadly the term is defined (Soria & Gorny, 
2012; Toutkoushian, et al., 2015).  Examination of student differences across multiple levels of 
parental education has largely been overlooked.  This study contributes to the literature by 
examining if different definitions of first-generation influence our understanding of students’ 
characteristics, college experiences, and factors associated with their success.  
Similar to prior research, this study found a clear divide between students whose parents 
had a bachelor's degree and those who had less than a bachelor’s degree in most comparisons 
(Soria & Gorny, 2012).  These students all began college less academically prepared, with lower 
degree aspirations, and less committed to earning a degree than students whose parents had 
completed a bachelor’s degree.  Notably, each group had a similar gap in social integration 
including sense of belonging compared to students whose parents completed a bachelor’s degree.  
The results revealed that having parents who completed some college or completed an 
associate’s degree does not influence how students experience and engage socially in the first-
year of enrollment at a four-year college.  These findings can be attributed to differences in 
cultural capital as students whose parents have successfully completed a bachelor’s degree are 
more familiar with the norms, culture, and expectations on campus and students whose parents 
have not completed a bachelor’s degree are less familiar, resulting in difficult transitions during 
the first year. 
Unique Characteristics and Group Comparisons  
Regardless of how narrowly or broadly first-generation is defined, most studies 
investigated the impact of parental education using dichotomous groups.  This study revealed 
that a dichotomous operationalization of parental education masks important differences and 
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similarities among students, which impacts our understanding of the characteristics, experiences, 
and outcomes of students who are considered first-generation or non-first-generation.  According 
to social and cultural capital theory and prior research on first-generation students, students 
whose parents have the least education have the least capital and as a result, the greatest 
challenges in college experiences and outcomes (Ishitani, 2006; Padgett, et al., 2012; 
Toutkoushian, 2015; Ward, et al., 2012).  The results indicated that the background 
characteristics of students whose parents did not attend college align with prior research on first-
generation students: they are significantly older, a higher percentage of female students, and 
have significantly lower high school GPAs and composite ACT scores compared to their peers.  
This group also had significantly more non-White students than students whose parents had 
completed an associate’s or bachelor’s degree.  Similar gaps were noted for enrollment 
characteristics: students whose parents had the least postsecondary education were significantly 
less likely to attend a larger research-intensive institution type or major in STEM and they had 
significantly lower degree aspirations and institutional commitment than their peers whose 
parents had more education.  Like other scholars have attested (Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; 
Nichols & Islas, 2016; Ward, et al., 2012) these findings can be explained by differences in 
access to social and cultural capital associated with parental experiences with postsecondary 
education.   
This study illustrated results that contradict prior findings and add to our knowledge 
regarding students whose parents did not attend college.  Contrary to prior research, this study 
found that these students were the most academically engaged, exceeding the other groups 
including those whose parents had completed a bachelor’s degree or higher.  Considering that 
these students started college with significantly lower high school GPAs and ACT scores, these 
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academic behaviors do not seem to have influenced prior academic performance which brings 
into question the degree to which these academic behaviors, ( i.e., class attendance, taking good 
notes, turning in assignments on time, participating in class, study time, and interacting with 
instructors outside of class) were previously practiced.  Because college GPAs were not included 
in this study, we do not know if these academic behaviors are associated with academic 
performance in college.  Although students from this group persisted at a significantly lower rate 
than students whose parents completed a degree, this study revealed that non-White students 
with the least parental education persisted at a higher rate than their non-white peers whose 
parents had some college or an associate’s degree and at a higher rate than their white peers with 
the same level of parental education and those whose parents had slightly more education--
attended college, but did not complete a degree.  
One explanation for these findings is that students that have characteristics associated 
with challenges in college --such as first-generation, low-income, or students of color--have been 
the increasing focus of longitudinal intervention-based programs such as college readiness 
initiatives aimed at reducing gaps in college attendance and graduation (Balfanz, Ingram, 
Bridgeland, Fox, & Hornig, 2016).  In addition to federal TRIO programs such as Gear Up, 
Educational Talent Search, and Upward Bound, there has been considerable growth in state and 
local college readiness programs (Balfanz, et al., 2016) aimed at assisting underserved students 
in navigating college environments and developing the academic skills and habits needed to 
succeed in college (Duncheon, 2015).  As a result, students who are considered “at-risk” may 
have increased access to social and cultural capital through these programs.  According to 
Almeida (2015), students who participated in a college readiness program and developed a 
strong relationship with a program counselor or mentor developed social capital in the form of 
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knowledge and understanding about college procedures and non-cognitive factors such as 
behaviors, and financial aid.  Also, the peer relationships formed with others pursuing similar 
goals influenced other forms of social capital like encouragement and reminders of important 
deadlines.   
Another noteworthy finding was that students from the lowest parental education group 
had significantly higher financial confidence than students with more parental education 
including students whose parents had completed some college or an associate’s degree.  One 
explanation for this finding is that because socioeconomic status and parental education are 
thought to be correlated, these students are more likely to qualify for need-based aid such as 
federal Pell Grants.  This could also be explained by the finding that these students work 
significantly more hours per week than their peers and the income generated may influence their 
financial confidence.  
Students in the middle parental education groups.  Some scholars have suggested that 
first-generation status should be limited to students whose parents did not have any experience in 
college or to those whose parents have not completed any postsecondary degree, omitting 
students whose parents have completed an associate’s degree from this designation (Peralta & 
Klonowski, 2017).  The findings from this study provide strong evidence that students whose 
parents had some college but did not complete a degree are equally, if not more, at-risk than 
students whose parents do not have any college experiences.  This group had the greatest 
proportion of non-White students, the least financial confidence, and the greatest challenges in 
first-year academic experiences: they studied the least and had the lowest scores for academic 
factors reflecting behaviors such as class attendance, turning in assignments on time, 
participating in class, and talking with instructors outside of class.  Also, they persisted at a rate 
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similar to peers whose parents did not attend college, significantly lower than students whose 
parents completed an associate’s or bachelor’s degree.  Considering that these students persist at 
a rate similar to peers whose parents did not attend college and experienced the greatest 
challenges in first-year experiences, this group should not be excluded from first-generation 
student status.  
The results from this study indicated that students from the ‘middle’ groups, those whose 
parents had some college or an associate’s degree, struggled more with academic experiences 
than students whose parents had less postsecondary education and they were similarly challenged 
socially.  These findings suggest that having a parent who has some college experience or 
completed an associate’s degree does not necessarily increase access to social and cultural 
capital or advantages for students attending a four-year institution.  As a result, a broad definition 
of first-generation student is appropriate.  The findings from this study also confirm that 
dichotomous groups mask differences among students that influence our understanding of their 
characteristics, first-year experiences, and factors associated with their success.   
Intersectionality matters.  In addition to similarities and differences between groups, 
the findings revealed new information about the complex interplay of student characteristics, 
college experiences, and one-year persistence for students.  Intersectionality refers to the 
simultaneous influence of various social identities such as race, gender, class, ability status and 
sexual orientation on students’ abilities to become academically and socially integrated in the 
face of marginalization and oppression that students may experience in educational institutions 
(Museus & Griffin, 2011; Strayhorn, 2017).   
Despite indications of strong first-year academic experiences for students whose parents 
had the least education, these students persisted at significantly lower rates than their peers 
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whose parents had completed an associate’s or bachelor’s degree.  The findings from this study 
suggest that this group is the most complex regarding the impact of multiple social identities 
including race, ethnicity, gender, hometown and their parents’ highest level of education.  In this 
study, one-year persistence varied considerably for male and female students who lived off-
campus, and the rate of one-year persistence decreased as parental education increased from high 
school or less to an associate’s degree.  One-year persistence rates also lagged for male students 
from suburb or city hometowns compared to male students from a rural hometown or female 
students from any hometown.  Additionally, non-White in-state students whose parents did not 
have any college experiences persisted at a significantly higher rate than White students whose 
parents had the same or slightly more education and a sizeable gap (10%) in one-year persistence 
was found between non-White in-state and out-of-state students.  Although the explanation for 
these findings is not clear at this point, the results reveal the importance of understanding student 
experiences and outcomes through an intersectional lens.  These findings revealed that the 
intersection of gender, parental education, and campus housing, hometown, or residence and 
their relationship to one-year persistence would have been masked if parental education was 
operationalized as dichotomous or if interaction effects were excluded from the analysis.   
Social and Cultural Capital 
Researchers frequently point to social and cultural capital theories to explain differences 
between first-generation and non-first-generation students (Lohfink & Paulsen, 2005; Nichols & 
Islas, 2016; Ward, et al., 2016).  Scholars have suggested that even limited experiences in college 
increase the social and cultural capital that parents can share with their children (Ishitani, 2006; 
Padgett, et al., 2012; Toutkoushian, et al., 2019; Ward, et al., 2012).  Prior research provided 
little information regarding the extent to which access to social and cultural capital are gained 
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through different types and amounts of postsecondary education.  For example, do students who 
have parents with an associate’s degree have access to more social and cultural capital than 
students whose parents enrolled in college but did not earn a degree, and if so, how do these 
differences influence students’ experiences and outcomes in college?   
The findings from this study contribute to our understanding of the distribution of social 
and cultural capital across multiple levels of parental education.  The results contradicted the 
assumption that students whose parents have some college experiences have greater access to 
social capital (Berger, 2000; Nichols & Islas, 2017; Padgett, et al., 2012; Ward, et al., 2012) as 
the majority of comparisons revealed that students in the ‘middle’ groups seemed to begin 
college with similar or less access to social and cultural capital than students whose parents did 
not have any experiences in college.  In this study, students whose highest level of parental 
education was some college or associate’s degree had the highest or lowest values for more than 
half of the variables studied.  Students whose parents had some college but did not complete a 
degree had the lowest financial confidence, degree commitment, first-year academic experiences, 
peer connections, and social integration.  Similarly, students whose highest level of parental 
education was an associate’s degree had the highest values for institutional commitment, time 
management, and satisfaction, but the lowest communication skills of all groups, including those 
whose parents had higher levels of education.  The results also revealed that students whose 
parents had the least amount of education were found to study more and had stronger first-year 
academic behaviors compared to all other groups.  The findings highlight that social and cultural 
capital can be accessed outside of the family.  This has important implications for future research 
and the development of interventions to improve outcomes for students who have less access to 
social and cultural capital resources.  
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The results also provided new information about the social experiences of students across 
multiple levels of parental education.  Students whose parents did not complete a bachelor’s 
degree had similar gaps in social experiences compared to students whose parents completed a 
bachelor’s degree or higher.  These findings suggest that students from the three lowest levels of 
parental education had similar cultural capital and that having parents who had some college 
experience or completed an associate’s degree did not impact how students perceived the 
environment, peers, or their sense of belonging at a four-year institution.  This finding has 
important implications for defining first-generation status as a narrow definition would ignore 
the social challenges faced by students whose parents have not successfully attained a bachelor’s 
degree.  
The findings from this study indicated that access to social and cultural capital associated 
with parents who have some college but did not graduate or those who completed an associate’s 
degree does not consistently translate into benefits for students attending four-year institutions.  
The results also suggest that social capital can be acquired from sources other than parents as 
students whose parents did not have any experiences in college showed indications of having 
social capital related to academic behaviors.  Given this finding, Lin’s (2001) theory of social 
and cultural capital are particularly important as he emphasized the importance of accessing 
social connections, including those outside of the family, to attain goals.  This and other theories 
may help to further account for the differences found across multiple levels of parental 
education.  Recommendations for other frameworks that might compliment social and cultural 
capital by accounting for the differences in experiences for students who have multiple social 
identities will be discussed in the implications for future research.  
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Implications for Practice 
First-Generation Definition   
As institutions and organizations devote resources aimed at supporting traditionally 
underserved students, how first-generation is defined has important implications for connecting 
specific resources to the students who could benefit from them.  The findings from this study 
demonstrated that narrow definitions that exclude students whose parents attended college but 
did not graduate or students whose parents completed an associate’s degree would exclude 
students who could benefit as much, if not more, than students whose parents did not attend 
college.  This study confirms that the criteria used by federal TRIO programs to define first-
generation students should include those whose highest level of parental education is less than a 
bachelor’s degree (U.S. Department of Education, 2011). 
The findings from this study demonstrated that separating students by multiple levels of 
parental education revealed differences in characteristics, experiences, and outcomes that would 
likely be masked by traditional first-generation/non-first-generation comparisons.  Practitioners 
should consider dividing students by multiple levels of parental education or degrees of first-
generation status, to uncover the unique characteristics and experiences of different groups and 
provide access to resources based on the specific needs of different groups.  For example, the 
findings from this study suggest that students whose parents had some college or an associate’s 
degree could benefit from guidance in developing academic habits such as studying or engaging 
in class, while students whose parents did not have any college experiences had a stronger 
awareness of these factors.  Using multiple groups is important to efficiently and effectively 
target resources to the students that could benefit from them.  As a result, institutions will need to 
120 
 
 
 
collect information about multiple levels of parental education, leaving the question of how 
parental education should be divided.   
One consideration is to use three groups that align with data collected by federal student 
aid that separates parental education by (a) high school diploma or less, (b) some postsecondary 
education (student’s parents attended some postsecondary education, but did not earn a 
bachelor’s degree), and (c) student’s parents attained a bachelor’s or advanced degree (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2008).  Many of the findings from this study suggest that three groups 
would appropriately capture similarities and differences in students’ experiences as the two 
‘middle’ education groups were similar in most academic and social experiences.  However, 
some important findings would be masked by these groupings including the finding that students 
whose parents completed an associate’s degree persisted at a significantly higher rate than those 
whose parents had some college but did not graduate.  Another consideration is to differentiate 
parental education further using as many as 14 groups like the U.S. Census Bureau American 
Community Survey (2017).  More information is needed to determine if having parents who 
completed an associate’s degree provides social and cultural capital benefits for students 
attending two-year institutions.  Additional research that further investigates differences across 
multiple levels of parental education at different types of institutions, as well as different 
outcomes such as academic performance in college and completion rates, would help to inform 
how scholars and practitioners should consistently separate students by their parents’ highest 
level of education.  
College Readiness Indicators   
Although prior research has indicated that some students are more likely to leave college 
for non-cognitive reasons (Tinto, 2012; Williams, Smiley, Davis & Lamb, 2018), college 
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readiness programs and college admissions criteria primarily focus on cognitive or academic 
factors.  Duncheon (2015) described three components of college readiness that are associated 
with persistence and completion of a college degree including cognitive academic factors 
(content knowledge and cognitive skills), non-cognitive academic factors (mindsets and 
behaviors), and campus integration factors (college knowledge, and relationship to self and 
others).  According to Tierney (2015), institutions are overly reliant on test scores, and non-
cognitive factors need to be better understood and included in measures of college readiness.  
Considering that the findings from this study indicated that students from all three groups 
whose parents did not complete a bachelor’s degree persisted at significantly lower rates and 
many of the factors associated with one-year persistence were non-cognitive (i.e., financial 
confidence, institutional commitment, academic behaviors, and social integration) assessment of 
non-cognitive measures at the point of admission could help to identify areas for additional 
support beyond academic needs.  As Tierney (2015) stated, “If we are to make significant 
headway in improving college readiness, then we need to have much more rigorous evaluative 
measures that pertain to the non-cognitive variables that lead to retention in college” (p. 208).  
Mentoring 
The dominant higher education culture serves as a “hidden curriculum” of values, beliefs, 
and practices that privileges students whose parents earned bachelor’s degrees (Soria, 2015).  
Although students may gain knowledge about college practices from other sources such as 
college readiness activities, without guidance when challenges arise, students whose parents 
have less education will remain at a disadvantage compared to their peers whose parents had 
prior success at a four-year institution.  
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Prior research explained that the parents of non-first-generation students are more likely 
to practice a “concerted cultivation” parenting style in which their children are encouraged to 
negotiate with authority figures (Lareau, 2011).  One aspect of the “hidden curriculum” in 
college that serves as a barrier is the expectation that students will advocate for themselves by 
accessing resources such as tutoring or reaching out to instructors when they are struggling in a 
class.  Although college readiness programs might make students aware of resources in college 
or recommended academic habits, first-generation students do not have the same access to on-
going support when issues arise as non-first-generation students.  One strategy that may help 
ease transitions and help to build the social and cultural capital necessary to navigate college 
successfully is to build a network of support including peer and professional mentors.  
Peer mentoring can play an important role as students are more likely to turn to peers 
than faculty or staff when they need help (Soria, 2015).  Peer mentors who are first-generation 
and have similar social identities are important because students are more likely to build a 
trusting relationship with a relatable peer mentor who has experiences with the academic, social, 
and cultural challenges faced by the mentee (Plaskett, Bali, Nakkula, and Harris, 201X).  
Considering that first-generation students are less likely to pursue leadership roles on campus 
(Soria, Hussein, et al., 2014), practitioners should create positions and proactively recruit 
students with different levels of parental education for peer mentoring roles (Soria, 2015).  
Espinoza’s (2011) pivotal moments framework could be beneficial for practitioners who 
incorporate mentoring in programming aimed at improving outcomes for students whose parents 
have not completed a bachelor’s degree.  This framework demonstrates how institutional agents 
serve as mentors and advocates for underserved students by providing emotional and moral 
support, giving encouragement, promoting student interests and providing guidance for 
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navigating educational and social environments.  A significant component of mentorship using a 
pivotal moments approach is the transmission of social and cultural capital (Espinoza, Alcantar, 
& Hernandez, 2015).  Pivotal moments educators or mentors help engage students in experiences 
or pivotal moments that support success in college.  According to Espinoza (2011), pivotal 
moments mentors should (a) understand the obstacles that students face; (b) intervene early 
through intrusive advising approaches; (c) involve parents and family; (d) provide academic and 
social support to help students navigate the educational system; (e) provide comprehensive, long-
term support; (f) encourage systematic reforms; (g) connect students to financial aid resources; 
and (h) train faculty and staff who can also work effectively with underserved students. 
One of the challenges faced by practitioners is connecting students with a mentor because 
new students may need to self-identify as first-generation and have an understanding that they 
can benefit from participation in a mentoring program.  Darris and Pyne (2017) suggested that 
first-generation students could be engaged in a mentoring relationship when they apply to the 
institution or indicate interest in applying to the institution so that peer mentors can begin to 
support the student’s transition before they leave high school.  High schools could help to 
encourage students’ participation in mentoring programs and summer services such as bridge 
programs or pre-freshman orientation sessions for underserved student groups (Darris & Pyne, 
2017).  Some colleges are building these types of mentoring responsibilities into academic 
advising roles as practitioners recognize that students’ needs, particularly in the first-year, extend 
beyond the traditional academic guidance provided by advisors.  
In order to connect students whose challenges in college are related to parental college 
experience to mentors and other resources, institutions should clearly define the criteria that 
determine first-generation status and communicate information about what it means to be a first-
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generation student to all new students who meet the criteria.  Information could be provided to 
students and parents at orientation or during campus visits or other events.  Considering that 
first-generation students are less likely to seek out resources, practitioners should develop 
outreach plans to connect these students with mentors and other supports.  
On-campus Employment 
The social experiences of first-generation students are thought to reflect differences in 
financial means, employment responsibilities, and awareness of the importance of social 
involvement.  For example, financial barriers persist beyond the basic cost of attendance.  
Students who have constrained financial resources might not consider participation in study 
abroad, unpaid internships or involvement in student organizations that require a financial 
commitment such as fraternities and sororities.  Off-campus employment responsibilities can 
also hinder social involvement.  As a result of these limitations, first-generation may feel less 
connected to campus and peers (Soria, 2015).  
One strategy to increase the social involvement of students whose parents have not 
completed a bachelor’s degree is to provide access to on-campus employment that provides 
additional opportunities to build connections with peers and others on campus for those students 
seeking job opportunities.  Considering the gap in financial confidence for students in the 
‘middle’ education groups, this strategy might be especially beneficial for these groups of 
students.  However, some researchers have cautioned that the type of campus job matters as 
some positions such as a dishwasher or housekeeper can reinforce social class differences (Soria, 
2015).  Soria (2015) suggested that employment opportunities connected to college majors or 
potential career paths as well as paid involvement activities such as peer tutoring, peer 
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mentoring, or positions tied to students’ various social identities will help students to connect 
with others who have similar interests or backgrounds.  
Implications for Future Research 
Frameworks  
One of the limitations of Bourdieu’s (1986) social and cultural capital theories is that they 
assume that access to these resources is primarily inherited by children from their parents with 
little or no opportunity for social mobility.  Lin’s (2001) perspectives of social and cultural 
capital are particularly important for future research as he emphasized the importance of 
accessing social connections, including those outside of the family, to attain goals.  Given the 
findings from this study that suggested that students whose parents had the least education may 
have greater access to social capital than those whose parents had more education, future 
research using Lin’s approach could be beneficial to identify strategies to increase access and use 
of social and cultural capital resources for students whose parents have not completed a 
bachelor’s degree.  
Another limitation of Bourdieu’s (1986) theories in understanding the experiences of 
students across multiple levels of parental education is that they assume that first-generation 
students struggle due to deficits in knowledge and cultural skills because their parents have 
limited or no college experiences.  As a result, solutions tend to focus on ways to reduce 
students’ deficits rather than seek solutions that involve modifications to the campus 
environment or practices to make the environment more inclusive for students from different 
backgrounds.  Other theories may help to inform strategies to improve outcomes by shifting 
some of the responsibility to adapt from the student to the institution. 
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Yosso (2005) challenged the assumption that “schools work and that students, parents, 
and community need to change to conform to this already effective and equitable system” (p. 
75), advocating instead for the community cultural wealth model, an assets-based approach that 
recognizes the strengths of a broad demographic including first-generation students.  Given the 
findings in this study regarding differences in one-year persistence for students with different 
combinations of social identities such as parental education, race, gender, and hometown, 
reliance on social and cultural capital theories alone fails to recognize the constraints of the 
campus environment and opportunities for practitioners to enhance campus inclusion by 
recognizing the strengths or capital of students in their home environments.  This model could be 
beneficial in future research investigating strategies to build inclusive campus environments 
based on the lived experiences and strengths of students with various backgrounds including 
first-generation students.   
Crenshaw’s (1993) intersectionality framework provides another important lens for this 
study.  Intersectionality refers to the simultaneous influence of various social identities such as 
race, gender, class, ability status and sexual orientation on students’ ability to become 
academically and socially integrated in the face of marginalization and oppression inherent in 
educational institutions (Museus & Griffin, 2011; Strayhorn, 2017).  Intersectionality in higher 
education research is beneficial because isolating the impact of a singular social identity can 
mask the reality of how multiple identities interact to affect how students experience college 
(Soria, 2015).  Given the findings from this study that parental education intersected with race 
and gender to influence students experiences and one-year persistence, additional research is 
needed that thoroughly examines multiple levels of parental education and various social 
identities, moving beyond binary distinctions for race and gender and possibly including other 
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social identities such as sexual orientation, ability status, and religion.  This information could 
help to extend our understanding of the factors associated with student success and the steps that 
practitioners could take to build inclusive campus environments. 
Intersectionality and Social Experiences   
Findings from this study revealed that one-year persistence varied by combinations of 
student characteristics such as parental education, gender, race, and hometown.  Future research 
is needed to investigate the experiences and outcomes of students with various combinations of 
characteristics by disaggregating parental education, race, and gender.  These and other social 
identities such as the type of hometown, ability status, sexual orientation, and religious 
preferences may help to extend our understanding of the complex interplay of various 
characteristics and students’ experiences.  Rather than focusing on students’ deficits in social and 
cultural capital and isolating the influence of a single characteristic, intersectionality in higher 
education research helps to extend our understanding of students’ complex social identities 
situated within the context of campus culture and the power dynamics prevalent within 
postsecondary institutions (Museus & Griffin, 2011; Soria, 2015).  Making advances towards 
inclusive campus environments depends on building a better understanding of students and the 
barriers they face in building connections with peers and a sense of belonging on campus.  
Different Institution Types   
Prior research found that first-generation students were more likely to begin college at a 
two-year institution, even those who aspire a bachelor’s degree (Soria, 2015).  Considering that 
this study was limited to first-year first-time students at four-year institutions, the characteristics 
from these students may vary considerably from students at two-year institutions or transfer 
students.  Future research is needed to determine if the characteristics of students with different 
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levels of parental education vary by institution type and if having a parent who has some college 
experience or an associate’s degree translates into benefits for students enrolled at two-year 
institutions.  Additionally, given that a higher percentage of first-generation students are thought 
to begin at two-year institutions, and these institutions tend to have greater diversity in terms of 
age, race, and ability status, intersectionality may be more prominent.  
Conclusion 
First-generation students have received considerable attention from scholars and 
practitioners though the definitions and operationalizations used vary.  Regardless of how 
narrowly or broadly first-generation is defined, most prior studies used dichotomous groups, 
treating students whose parents had little or no college education as homogenous in terms of 
first-year experiences and persistence.  This study sought to determine if the inconsistencies in 
how first-generation is defined and operationalized influence our understandings of these 
students and the factors associated with their success. 
This study revealed that the inconsistencies in how first-generation is defined and 
operationalized limits our understanding of students and their success.  The findings 
demonstrated that having at least one parent who completed a bachelor’s degree is an important 
dividing line for successful first-year experiences, one-year persistence, and is the criteria that 
should be used to define first-generation students.  The results challenge conventional 
assumptions about the distribution of social and cultural capital across multiple levels of parental 
education as having a parent who has some experiences in college, or a parent who completed a 
two-year degree provides few if any benefits that translate into first-year academic and social 
experiences.  
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Comparing students across multiple levels of parental education illustrated that the 
standard practice of operationalizing parental education as first-generation or non-first-
generation masks important differences among students that have implications for practice and 
future research.  Separating parental education into four groups uncovered that students whose 
parents had the least education, a high school diploma or less, had the greatest number of 
interactions in characteristics that were associated with one-year persistence, and that students in 
the ‘middle’ groups—those that are excluded from first-generation status from some 
definitions—struggled the most in first-year experiences.   
Practitioners should consistently define first-generation students as those whose highest 
level of parental education is less than a bachelor’s degree for the purpose of identifying students 
who would benefit from additional support.  The differences in characteristics, experiences, and 
factors associated with one-year persistence between groups illustrated that using multiple 
parental education groups or degrees of first-generation status could help practitioners to connect 
students and resources efficiently.  Practitioners are encouraged to expand the college readiness 
measures used to develop an understanding of students noncognitive college readiness, as factors 
such as financial confidence, student behaviors, and social integration are associated with one-
year persistence.  Additional recommendations include adopting a peer and professional 
mentoring approach to support first-generation students and connecting students with on-campus 
employment opportunities.  Future research should use the community cultural wealth and 
intersectionality models in addition to social and cultural capital theory to extend our 
understanding of the strengths and culture associated with multiple levels of parental education 
and various social identities.  Finally, future research should examine similarities and differences 
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in characteristics, experiences, and outcomes of students across multiple levels of parental 
education at other institution types including two-year colleges.   
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APPENDIX A. MAPWORKS FACTORS AND RELIABILITY SCORES 
Construct Variables Mapworks Reliability 
Financial Means 
To what degree are you confident that you can pay for: Next 
term’s tuition and fees? 
.87 To what degree are you confident that you can pay for: Next year’s tuition and fees? 
To what degree are you confident that you can pay for: 
Monthly living expenses (e.g., room, board, utilities, rent)?    
Self-Assessment: 
Analytical Skills 
How would you rate yourself on the following skills: Math 
ability? .69 How would you rate yourself on the following skills: 
Problem-solving skills?    
Self-Assessment 
Communication 
Skills 
How would you rate yourself on the following skills: 
Reading comprehension? .75 How would you rate yourself on the following skills: 
Writing composition?    
Self-Assessment: 
Self-Discipline 
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Is self-
disciplined? 
.79 To what degree are you the kind of person who: Follows through with what you say you are going to do? 
To what degree are you the kind of person who: is 
dependable?    
Self-Assessment: 
Time Management 
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Plans out 
your time? 
.78 
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Makes “to-
do lists”? 
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Balances 
time between classes and other commitments (e.g., work, 
student activities?    
Commitment to the 
Institution 
To what degree are you committed to completing a: Degree, 
certificate, or licensure at this institution? 
.78 To what degree to you intend to come back to this institution for the: Next term? 
To what degree do you intend to come back to this 
institution for the Next academic year?    
Academic Self-
Efficacy 
To what degree are you certain that you can: Do well on all 
problems and tasks assigned in your courses? 
.86 To what degree are you certain that you can: Do well in your 
hardest course? 
Persevere on class projects even when there are challenges? 
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Basic Academic 
Behaviors 
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Attends 
class? 
.72 To what degree are you the kind of person who: Takes good notes in class? 
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Turns in 
required homework assignments?    
Advanced 
Academic 
Behaviors 
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Participates 
in class? 
.78 
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Works on 
large projects well in advance of the due date? 
To what degree are you the kind of person who: 
Communicates with instructors outside of class? 
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Spends 
sufficient study time to earn good grades?    
Academic 
Integration 
Overall, to what degree are you: Keeping current with your 
academic work? 
.87 
Overall, to what degree are you: Motivated to complete your 
academic work? 
Overall, to what degree are you: Learning? 
Overall, to what degree are you: Satisfied with your 
academic life on campus?    
Peer Connections 
On this campus, to what degree are you connecting with 
people: Who share common interests with you? 
.93 On this campus, to what degree are you connecting with people: Who include you in their activities? 
On this campus, to what degree are you connecting with 
people: You like?    
Social Integration 
Overall, to what degree: Do you belong here? 
.90 Overall, to what degree: Are you satisfied with your social 
life on campus?    
Homesickness: 
Separation 
To what degree do you: Miss your family back home? 
.64 
To what degree do you: Miss your old friends who are not at 
this school? 
To what degree do you: Miss your significant other who is 
not at this school?    
Homesickness: 
Distress 
To what degree do you: Regret leaving home to go to 
school? 
.86 
To what degree do you: Think about going home all the 
time? 
To what degree do you: Feel an obligation to be at home? 
To what degree do you: Feel that attending college is pulling 
you away from your community at home? 
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Satisfaction with 
Institution 
Overall, to what degree: Would you choose this institution 
over again if you had to do it over? 
.89 Overall, to what degree: Would you recommend this institution to someone who wants to attend college? 
Overall, how would you rate your experience at this 
institution? 
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